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FOREWORD
The best that research can achieve is a model 
providing insight into reality. This limitation, by 
necessity, forces the researcher to make assumptions 
and to focus on a specific piece of the question. In 
this way research resembles a photograph.
A photograph is only a piece of paper transformed 
by chemicals and light. However, the result has the 
power to change the world. The image selected for 
study is a value judgement. The data collected relates 
to the facts or the object of the picture. Yet, the 
exposure depends on the analysis through the creator's 
eye and the final result is determined by the 
presentation and ultimately the viewer1s response. 
Sociology too, is like a photograph presenting an image 
of social life. As researchers, we choose our subject 
among infinite possibilities. We observe that chosen 
subject through our own biased perception coloring our 
analysis and the resulting image.
Barrington Moore, in his book Reflections on the 
Causes of Human Misery (1972), states the ethical 
problem researchers face quite clearly.
"At any moment in any specific society 
scientists and scholars consider only a tiny fraction 
of the problems that could be considered. There are 
huge areas of unthinkable thought. Some thoughts are 
unthinkable because the stock of accumulated knowledge 
and technique is insufficient even for perceiving the 
problem. In other areas the problems may be perceived
iii
but their investigation deemed not worthwhile in terms 
of the intellectual priorities that derive from the 
existing structure of knowledge. Or their
investigation is not deemed rewarding for more material 
reasons. There is no such thing as pure freedom of 
research now. Nor could there be in any society, 
including the most rational one."
It is this dilemma that faces me now. Research is a 
risky proposition and one that is limited by thousands 
of compromises. I have chosen to focus my study on 
rural America, specifically those areas where 
agriculture is a key economic sector. However, this is 
not a close-up image but rather a landscape look at 
Labor Market Areas.
For sociologists, individuals and families, groups 
and organizations provide the study material. People 
are caught in a web of interaction and part of that web 
is the social economy. Those persons living in rural, 
farming dominated areas may find themselves 
particularly affected by the social, physical, and 
economic geography. Thus, while my personal goal is to 
explore the opportunities and links between farm 
families and the employment chances available to them, 
the research here provides only the background setting 
in which workers are placed and within which public 
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ABSTRACT
The geographic area where workers reside and work 
defines the labor market area. The opportunities 
available in labor market areas vary considerably. For 
workers, these differences represent opportunity 
boundaries. The employment profile of rural labor 
market areas and the resulting impact on workers1 
earnings are the foci of this research.
Three research phases are reported. First, a 
descriptive analysis of labor market area differences 
is provided. Second, factors contributing to earnings 
differences are discussed. Third, results of
exploratory analysis for farm couples' off-farm 
earnings are reported.
The data used in analysis is the U.S. Census PUMS- 
D individual level data which is clustered by multi- 
county labor market areas. Labor market areas studied 
are limited to rural labor market areas only. These 
are labor market areas in which at least half of the 
population resides outside of urban centers. Those 
labor market areas with agricultural dependent counties 
are identified as agricultural labor market areas while 
those with manufacturing dependent counties are 
identified as manufacturing labor market areas.
A profile of rural labor markets is provided by
region and by economic base. Using a direct
standardization technique the rural labor market areas 
are compared. Findings indicate that differences in 
the wage structure of the regions has a greater impact 
than occupational distribution or industrial employment 
distribution.
Further analysis for men and women found
employment opportunity differences and labor force
segmentation among the rural labor market areas. 
Earnings differences were shown to be affected by labor 
market characteristics as well as individual human
capital factors. Living in a rural labor market area 
with agricultural based counties had a significantly 
negative impact on men's off-farm earnings. The 
industry and occupation of employment were also
significant factors for most men.
For women, employment in professional or
managerial occupations had a greater effect than did 
individual factors of age and education. Locational 
factors of region and the economic base of the labor 




INTRODUCTION TO THE RESEARCH PROBLEM
1
INTRODUCTION
Sociologists have long been interested in economic 
stratification. Previous research indicates that even 
with the development of mass communication, 
transportation networks, and general educational 
advancements, rural areas, relative to urban areas, 
remain disadvantaged with lower average earnings, less 
diverse employment opportunities, and lower returns to 
human capital development. While American ideals 
espouse equal opportunities for all, the reality is far 
from the ideal. A worker's place of residence, as well 
as race, gender, and age, influences his or her 
position in the economic hierarchy. This economic 
hierarchy is referred to as stratification.
Labor force stratification classifies workers 
according to individual characteristics. As such, 
labor force stratification can be defined according to 
both ascriptive and status attainment factors. 
Ascriptive characteristics of race, gender, and age 
have been shown to influence a person's occupational 
status and income level (eg. Tigges, 1987; Tigges, 
1988; Parcel, 1979). Status attainment or human 
capital factors such as educational levels and job 
experience consistently provide the best predictors of 
a worker's income. However, returns to human capital 
vary considerably by ascriptive characteristics.
Women's earnings, for example, have been shown to
remain significantly less than men's earnings even when 
statistically controlling for educational levels and 
job positions.
Jobs, as well as workers, have been shown to be 
stratified (Harrison and Sum, 1979; Hodson, 1984; 
Hodson and Kaufman, 1982). Researchers studying
employment segmentation have typically focused on the
effects of either occupational or industrial 
differences on earnings (Hanusher, 1979). Concentration 
of labor force segments into stratified employment 
opportunities has also been shown. The work experiences 
of women, minorities, and rural residents reflect 
distinct patterns of employment segmentation as well as 
labor force segregation (eg. Kaufman, 1986; Lichter,
1988 ).
Local labor markets are the geographic units of 
social and economic organization of both workers and 
their jobs. Previous research suggests that labor force 
and employment segmentation characteristics for 
specific local labor markets have predictable 
consequences for household income levels (eg. 
Featherman and Hauser, 1976; Kaufman, 1986). In 
general, rural areas have a less diversified industrial 
structure and consequently offer more limited 
employment opportunities than metropolitan areas. In
addition to significant differences between urban and 
rural areas, regional differences between metropolitan 
areas have been identified (Simpson, 1987). However, 
less is known about the segmentation of rural labor 
market areas.
This research focuses on rural labor market areas, 
examining three research problems: (1) the distribution 
of employment opportunities in rural labor market 
areas; (2) the effect of this distribution on 
earnings; and (3) the implication of employment 
distribution for off-farm income.
The research contributes to the stock of 
sociological knowledge by: (1) demonstrating the
applicability of labor market areas as the unit of 
analysis for examining rural socioeconomic conditions, 
(2) profiling key structural differences across rural 
labor market area economies, and (3) expanding 
research on the ties between the farm-based workers and 
the local labor market.
BACKGROUND TO THE RESEARCH PROBLEM
Procedures for studying labor force dynamics have 
evolved from a long-standing tradition in sociology. 
Human capital theory, for example, follows the neo­
classical economic model. This theory posits that 
earnings differences are the result of individual
differences in capabilities or development of skills. 
Sociological research has suggested, however, that when 
individual characteristics are held constant, income 
inequality remains. As a result, alternative
explanations are being considered, e.g., a theory of 
dual labor markets to explain different occupational 
concentrations of men and women, a theory of dual 
economies based on core and periphery industries, and a 
theory of racial segregation and discrimination. 
During the past decade rural sociologists have begun to 
apply a spatial dimension to the analysis of the rural 
economy in the United States. This work follows in that 
tradition.
Three themes for investigating rural labor markets 
are discernable in the literature. The first deals 
with the industrial system and location of employment 
opportunities. The second stresses the general tie 
between agriculture and the local ' labor market, 
generally in the form of off-farm employment. The 
third theme deals with the impacts of economic 
stratification by gender in rural areas. Each of these 
approaches has provided useful findings and insights 
that are pertinent to the question at hand.
The first approach is illustrated by research on 
the movement of industries to the Sunbelt during the 
1970's {Rees, 1979). Rural areas in the South saw this
as a golden opportunity. However, further studies 
indicate that the gold has tarnished. As Falk and 
Lyson £1987) point out, the industrial migration was 
primarily rapid "sunspot" development in select urban 
areas which by and large had a negligible effect on 
rural areas.
Related research indicates that the tarnish has 
turned to rust for the "high hope" development in high 
technology. High technology doesn't necessarily mean 
great improvements for workers by providing "good 
jobs", high wages, challenging work, or high returns 
for educational attainment. Instead, high tech 
employment in rural areas has been shown to result in 
low-skill and boring assembly line production, job 
insecurity, and below-minimum wages with piecework 
incentives.
Another problem is the threat of plants closing 
due to overseas competition. Such competition puts more 
pressure on communities to lower business taxes and 
provide additional services. Bluestone and Harrison 
(1982) point to a general deindustrialisation of 
America noting that many of the secondary manufacturing 
industries have moved out of the U.S. to the lower 
labor cost areas of the world. Capitalism has evolved 
from an agricultural base to a manufacturing/industrial 
base and then to a service sector economy; some
researchers say the next shift to the information age 
is already underway. Each of these transitions is 
occurring in shorter time spans, leaving adjustment 
periods tighter and the potential to be left behind 
greater.
In addition to research on the effects of 
industrial and occupational differences on the rural 
labor force, a second major research thrust, has dealt 
with adjustments in agriculture teg. Beal, 1980; Block, 
1984; Goldschmidt, 1978). The tie between agriculture 
and the surrounding communities was established with 
some of the earliest, work in rural sociology (Galpin, 
1918). This tie assumes a mutual connection based on 
an economic relationship regarding the purchase of
production inputs and sale of products. The local 
community as the source of supplies and the surrounding 
area as a source of consumers have been unquestioned.
A number of researchers have connected agriculture 
to the wider labor market. For example, the negative 
effect that a decline in the number of farms and farm 
population has on smaller rural communities is noted by 
Doeksen (1987). However, empirical evidence of the
pervasiveness of this phenomena remains scarce. Other 
researchers have stressed off-farm employment. The
majority of farm families now rely on off-farm sources
of income to supplement their income from agricultural 
production (Deseran et al., 1984; Coughenour, 1984). 
Following these lines, Deseran, et al. (1984), using
off-farm earnings as a criterion, found that the 
"traditional" self-sufficient farm family accounts for 
well under half of the farm families in the U.S.
Research by Bokemeier and Tickemeyer (1985) again 
showed that off-farm employment is a dominant means of 
economic survival. ‘ Most families depend on multiple 
sources of income, and for a significant number, family 
members hold more than one full-time off-farm job in 
addition to farming.
Rural women's role in the labor force is the third 
research focus. Work by Bokemeier and Garkovich (1986) 
and Bokemeier, et al. (1983) identifed the occupational 
opportunities and positions held by women. They found 
that regional variation in available employment 
overrides human capital differences in determining 
occupations held.
RESEARCH PROBLEM
A key assumption that underlies the research 
presented here is that labor markets are geographic 
areas encompassing workers and employment 
opportunities. Using this assumption, labor market 
areas are designated based on workers' commuting
patterns. The way in which these labor market areas 
impact off-farm earnings is the focus of this research, 
ft number of interrelated questions arise from the link 
between farm persons and nonfarm earnings sources. Does 
regional location have a significant effect on the 
employment situation in rural labor market areas? What 
effect, if any, does a the economic base of rural labor 
market areas have? What occupations do nonfarm
persons have and in which industries? Do these 
occupations differ from the general rural labor force? 
ftre off-farm earnings affected more by industry 
structure or locational wage differences?
These questions are analyzed, using data available 
from the PUMS-D sample of the 1980 U.S. Census. These 
data are organized by labor market areas, based on 
workers' place of residence and place of work. The 
identification of labor market areas provides the 
analytical context within which labor force experiences 
of farm and nonfarm persons will be explored.
JUSTIFICATION OF THE RESEARCH PROBLEM 
Agriculture as a Special Case
Sociologists have a tradition of researching labor 
market experiences and class situations of workers. 
However, this tradition has focused almost exclusively 
on workers whose earnings are solely from industrial
10
wages. Research comparing workers with earnings from 
self-employment as well as labor force wages has been 
neglected. Of specific interest here is the off-farm 
wage component of farm families' income.
Agricultural producers, especially commercial 
family farmers, have typically been relegated to a 
contradictory class position, and, as such, they tend 
to be ignored by theorists.1 Dominant theoretical 
perspectives assume that industrialization will
ultimately result in corporate agriculture
predominating the industry's structure. It has been 
with some surprise that sociologists have recognized 
the persistence of the family farm organization. Only 
recently have researchers begun to debate the "barriers 
to capitalistic development of agriculture", and to
discuss the "transition of rural America" or the
"bifurcation of agriculture".
Agriculture holds a unique position in the social, 
economic, and cultural mosaic of American life. The 
American farmer is used as a symbol for American ideals 
(Lappe, 1985). The farm lifestyle is even used to sell 
products to urban consumers (Goldman and Dickens, 
1983). Federal tax dollars are directed at saving "the
1 A notable exception is that group of theorists 
who focus particularly on the structure of agriculture 
itself (eg. Schwartz we Her, 1984; Mann and Dickinson, 
1978; Mooney, 1983; Gilbert and Akor, 1988).
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family farm". For example, in 1986, an average of
$11,000 in federal commodity price supports were
allotted per farmer (Calomiris, et al., 1986). From
culture to policy, no other aspect of the American 
economy is so recognized.
This unique position of the agricultural producer 
is even more impressive, considering the relative size 
of the population. Less than three percent of all
Americans are farmers. Their numbers have steadily
declined since the 1900's, and with continued 
concentration of land ownership and technological 
advances, the number of farmers is expected to continue 
to decline. In addition, the structure of agriculture 
appears to be increasingly bifurcated. Large corporate 
farms produce a disproportionate quantity of 
agricultural goods, but most farms remain small,
family-owned operations (Lewontin and Berlan, 1986).
However, the trend for farm families is a steady shift 
from traditional full-time farm operators to an 
increasing reliance on off-farm income tDeseran, et 
al., 1984).
With less than one-third of farmers relying solely on 
incomes from agriculture, farm households with members 
as wage workers are now the typical pattern (Deseran 
and Dellenbarger, 1987; Ghebremedhin and Armand-Golden,
12
1987).®
The occupation of farming is often considered one 
of a contradictory class position due to the dual role 
of owner and worker. However, the changing work roles 
of farm family members suggest that class positions of 
farm based workers may be even more complex. As 
farmers they are often owners, managers, and workers, 
while in their off-farm work they are likely to be 
proletariat wage employees.
The Rural Labor Market as a Special Case
Location theory indicates that proximity to 
metropolitan areas expands the employment opportunities 
of workers (Thompson, 1968). In addition, the dual 
economy theory states that not only is there a greater 
variety of employment opportunities in urban areas, but 
the jobs tend to be in primary industries with higher 
wages, more job security, and more advancement
opportunities. Farm family members, however, are 
geographically limited in their off-farm employment 
possibilities. Economic support from off-farm
employment will be restricted to the local labor market
e It should be noted that the reliance on multiple 
sources for family income is not unique to farm 
families. Almost 60% of all husband and wife families 
rely on two or more sources of income to support the household (Sokoloff, 1981).
13
area. Mobility for career opportunities is
constrained. Thus, the structure of opportunities 
provided by the labor market area determines the 
possibility set for off-farm employment.
Region is another key locational factor. 
Employment in southern rural labor market areas has 
been dominated by nondurable manufacturing industries 
(e.g., Falk and Lyson, 1987), These industries are 
declining in importance and are most vulnerable to 
international competition (Bluestone and Harrison, 
1982). While manufacturing is often assumed to be the 
key rural employer, it has become increasingly evident 
that services are a primary employer in rural as well 
as urban labor markets (Deseran and Dellenbarger, 1987; 
Bender, 1987; Rosenfeld, 1986).
The industry and occupational distributions in 
rural labor market areas provided here identify 
potential nonfarm employment opportunities. Analysis 
then indicates the degree to which farm couples are 
represented across the opportunity spectrum and the 
degree to which their earnings match those of nonfarm 
employees.
To reiterate, the way in which specialization of 
employment opportunities affects the rural labor force 
and mediates human capital resources is the subject of 
this research. Location is included as a key potential
14
determinant of earnings. The relationship between the 
structural differentiation of employment opportunities 
in rural labor market areas and the earnings of farm 
and nonfarm men and women is at the core of the 
analysis.
The research reported here will proceed in three 
phases: first, profiling rural labor market areas;
second, analyzing the general labor force experiences 
of male and female workers in terms of earnings 
differences; and third, comparing farm and nonfarm 
earnings within the same labor market area. Results 
from this research provide an unique opportunity for 
future work in evaluating public policies of 
agricultural support and rural development. The
following two chapters provide a detailed account of 







This chapter aims to place the proposed research 
within the context of the larger sociological 
perspective. Research demands a framework for 
analysis. Theoretical perspectives guide the analytical 
process by focusing the research question, determining 
appropriate data gathering techniques, and assisting in 
the selection of methodological procedures, as well as 
providing a scheme for interpreting the findings.
The research discussed here falls under the 
general headings of rural sociology and labor market 
area analysis. The following section briefly discusses 
the theoretical bases of these areas of research.
PARADIGMS
Theoretical paradigms provide guidelines or 
frameworks for research. As such, they offer accepted 
ways to conduct research. Within a discipline, however, 
the dominate paradigm undergoes a continual dynamic 
cycle of emergence, evaluation, acceptance, challenge, 
and revision or replacement (Kuhn, 1970). Currently, 
sociology is in a stage of multiple paradigms. 
Thus, researchers may select among these approaches 
according to preference or practicality (Ashley and 
Orenstein, 1985).
Sociological paradigms discussed here fall into
17
three broad categories: those that focus on the economy 
as the dominant factor influencing society, those that 
include a wider array of systems and structures in 
which the economy is only one element for the study of 
society, and those that primarily focus on human 
behavior and interaction. These three research 
categories form rival paradigms which are typically 
identified by exemplars (Ritzer, 1975). Karl Marx and 
neo-marxian theorists exemplify the research paradigm 
in which the economy is the dominant societal factor. 
Emile Durkheim, Talcott Parsons and Max Weber are 
exemplars for the system and structure focus while 
Anthony Gidden's work exemplifies the behavioral- 
interactionist focus.
Economic Focused Theory
Karl Marx is the exemplar for a major theoretical 
paradigm focusing on the economy. Marx’s work deals 
almost exclusively with the process of 
industrialization and its influence on society. As 
such, it provides the basis for much of the 
contemporary research on the interaction between 
society and the economy.
Marx developed a socio-economic theory of 
capitalist societies. This theory is based on three 
models; 1) the economy or the creation of capital, 2) 
the social organization of capital and 3) the ideology.
David Ricardo earlier challenged the idea that capital 
is the creative element in society. Marx supported 
this challenge and agreed with Ricardo that labor is 
the source of value (Worsley, 1982). However, Marx 
disagreed with Richardo's belief that landowners were 
the appropriate class to profit from industrialization. 
Marx believed that all value is the result of labor and 
that it was by exploiting labor that the capitalist 
gained profit. In Marxian terms, "the exchange-value 
of labor power is the labor time needed to produce a 
day's substance" (Albert and Hahnel, 1978). Therefore, 
exploitation, the difference between the use value and 
exchange value of labor extracted by the industrialist, 
is the only source of profit (Albert and Hahnel, 1978). 
The creation of capital is only possible through the 
workers who own only their own labor power. 
Distribution of wealth, however, is controlled 
primarily by the capitalist. This focus of power 
creates major conflict in the society.
Society, then, in Marx's view, is organized into 
classes of people who essentially share both the same 
relation to production and the outcomes of that 
relationship to production. The mode of production is 
based on two elements: forces of production (tools,
buildings, knowledge, and skills) and the social 
relations of production (interrelations between people)
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(Albert and Hahnel, 1978). Marx believed that class 
was the logical outgrowth of the capitalistic system 
(Szymanski, 1983).
Using this logic, Marx identifies three classes in 
society: laborers, capitalists and landowners;
identified by the source of their revenue: wages, 
profit, and ground rent respectively (McLellan, 1971). 
Later, he goes on to say that in developed capitalist 
society the three classes blend into the bourgeoisie, 
who own the means of production and control social 
surplus, and the proletariat, who own their labor power 
and create the social surplus (Albert and Hahnel, 
1978) .
With the continued development of capitalism, the 
emergence of white collar jobs, technical and 
professional positions and various types of managers, 
the dual class structure proposed by Karl Marx has been 
considered by some as too simplistic (Szymanski, 1983). 
Contemporary scholars are expanding on the Marxian 
theories and attempting to update the concepts to mesh 
with the world around them.
Three key theoretical points distinguish 
contemporary Marxistsr views of social stratification. 
While contemporary Marxists' maintain that the economy 
dominates society and results in the class structure, 
these theorists claim that classes are defined in
relational rather than gradational terms. Second, 
social organization rather than the technical 
organization of economic relations defines the classes. 
And third, these class relations are primarily defined 
by the social relations of production rather than the 
social relations of exchange. This third concept 
distinguishes Marxian concepts from Weberian ones in 
which the market capacity defines the class structure 
{Wright, 1980).
Eric Olin Wright (1980) claims to have expanded 
upon Marx's original work updating it to include those 
contradictory class positions which fall neither into 
the bourgeois category of ownership in the means of 
production nor into the category of proletariate 
worker. Members of these contradictory classes have 
some control over the labor of others while still under 
control of owners. Wright's scheme retains the class 
positions of bourgeoisie, proletariat, and petty 
bourgeois identified by Marx, but also identifies three 
contradictory class positions. The class located 
between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat consists of 
managers, technocrats, foremen, and supervisors. While 
these individuals hold minimal control over money 
capital, they may control some of the relations of 
production (control over physical capital or labor). 
Between the proletariate and the petty bourgeoisie
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falls a class of semi-autonomous employees who, while 
they do not control economic ownership or social 
relations of production, are not under direct control 
of others. Finally, Wright identifies a class of small 
employers between the bourgeoisie and the petty 
bourgeoisie. This class has control over money capital 
and physical capital but little or no control over 
labor (Wright, 1980).
While Marxist theory would predict the development 
of a few well-defined classes of workers, the class 
distinctions have become more blurred and complex 
rather than polarized. Agricultural production in 
particular appears to resist the social development of 
capitalism (Mann and Dickinson, 1978). The owner- 
producer category of contradictory class identification 
dominates American agriculture (Lewontin and Berlin, 
1986; Gilles and Dalecki, 1988).
System and Structural Focus
Research focusing on the economy and society tends 
to have two major limitations. One is the problem with 
classifying people into those with ownership interests 
and those with worker interests. Second, the economic 
focus tends to indicate a one-way causal flow in which 
the economic factors determine social outcomes without 
recognizing the influence of social situations on 
economic conditions.
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Max Weber and Emile Durkheim provide theoretical 
paradigms which go beyond the economic focus. Weber, 
while agreeing with Marx that the economy was a key 
aspect in determining class formation, felt that Marx's 
class division was too simple. He felt class could be 
defined by the market place and consists of groups 
with similar life chances (Turner and Beeghley, 1981; 
Weber, 1947). These multiple classes are stratified in 
relation to both the production and acquisition of 
goods (Bendix and Lipset, 1966).
As such there is a privileged property owning 
class which monopolizes goods, increases costs,
controls sales, surpluses and capital savings, and 
maintains control of business decisions. This elite 
groups contrasts with a non-privileged group of
workers. Between the two extreme classes is a middle 
class of entrepreneurs, officials, and skilled
craftsmen (Weber, 1947). While arguing that there 
could be an infinite number of possible classes and 
noting the weakness of Marx's theory by identifying 
middle class positions, Weber fails to develop a clear 
systematic model of class (Parkin, 1982).
Durkheim, on the other hand, was less concerned 
about class divisions. He felt that society functions 
as an integrated unity and, like an organism, has a 
cellular structure (Giddens, 1971). For Durkheim
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stratification was the result of a change in production 
which divides the production process into task 
activities (Durkheim, 1984). This division is seen as 
positive, allowing greater flexibility and freedom for 
the individual as well as providing opportunity for 
mobility.
Talcott Parsons follows the groundwork of Weber 
and Durkheim but considers society as divided into a 
number of stratified positions. These positions serve 
as a sorting mechanism in which individuals are placed 
so as to best meet the society’s needs.
The influence of Talcott Parsons dominated 
sociological theory during the last decade (Grimes, 
1988; Falk, 1981). While Parson's initial work 
considered behavioral and interactionist aspects in the 
creation of social structures (Heritage, 1984; Parsons, 
1970), his more influential work dealt primarily with 
persistence and constraining elements of social 
stratification.
Behavioral/Interaction Focus
Contemporary theorists have focused on behavior 
and interaction, combining both the process of 
structural creation and human reaction to the 
structural constraints. For example, Anthony Giddens 
(1984) emphasizes the enabling, as well as the 
constraining, features of society and discusses how
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human agency reacts to, reestablishes, and creates 
structure. He labels this process "structuration".
This third research perspective considers 
interaction as the key to studying labor market areas 
and economic stratification. Researchers using this 
perspective have frequently dealt with labor force 
issues such as job search networks, leadership, job 
tasks and job satisfaction, or decision making at the 
firm or community level (eg. Zalokar, 1988; Markovsky 
et al., 1988; Vilemez and Bridges, 1988; Granovetter, 
1973; Granovetter, 1984).
This approach provides the basis for identifying 
the labor market areas used in the research presented 
here. Labor market areas are defined by the direct 
relationship of workers to their place of work as 
manifest in patterns of commuting behavior.
THEORY AND RURAL SOCIOLOGY
A key question in this research is the degree to 
which employment structures affect rural workers1 
earnings. Evidence of economic stratification has been 
empirically shown in numerous studies (eg. Hansen, 
1976; McGranahan, 1980; and Storper and Walker, 1983). 
Patterns have emerged and have been shown to be 
consistent with regard to earnings differentials by 
urban or rural location, region, and sex.
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The application of sociological theory to specific 
labor market concerns has become an important issue for 
rural sociologists. This section briefly covers the 
theoretical basis of rural sociology concerned with the 
rural labor market.
While rural sociology has been accused of being 
atheoretical (Picou, et al, 1978), a long-standing 
tradition of the critical perspective is evident. C.J. 
Galpin (1938), the 'father of rural sociology1 in his
biographical work Mv Drift into Rural Sociology,
illustrates the eclectic and critical theory base of 
rural sociology. Galpin points to the roots of rural 
sociology based on the application of sociological 
theory and methods to the problems, situations, and 
guidelines for change in rural society.
As the historically more applied branch of the 
discipline, rural sociology has required a framework 
which blends paradigms. As such, no one dominant 
perspective is used by rural sociologists as a common 
theoretical orientation. While the same choices are
available to all sociologists, many rural sociologists
find themselves less satisfied with any one single 
paradigm in meeting the demands of their research.
In the 1980's, in an attempt to formulate 
more mainstream theoretical approaches, rural 
sociologists shifted toward either neo-Marxian or neo-
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Weberian perspectives. The on-going debates between
Mann and Dickerson (1978, 1986) and Patrick Mooney
(1983) provide an illustration of this new drift in 
rural sociology. While agreeing that an analysis of 
rural society is best conducted using general 
sociological and theoretical tools, they disagree on 
which best explains the subject.
In general, contemporary work in rural sociology 
has moved from a focus on community in rural society 
and the adoption/diffusion of technology tied to
agriculture, to providing a more balanced sociological 
study of the rural economy. A key research subject has 
become the rural labor market, linking rural sociology 
to that of economic sociology and to the discipline as 
a whole.
LABOR MARKET THEORIES
Most labor market theories are based on neo­
classical economics. Adam Smith described the market 
as an "invisible hand" channeling egotistical drives of 
individuals into the most socially useful activities 
(Hunt and Sherman, X972). Behavior, then, creates 
structure, and structure creates behavior in a 
Parsonian model. However, neo-classical economics 
requires basic assumptions be met in the labor market. 
These assumptions include knowledge by employers of
worker availability, knowledge by workers about 
employment opportunties, and knowledge by both workers 
and employers of the current wage levels. Further 
assumptions include open mobility, absence of 
discrimination, and freedom from other locational 
barriers to placement. Given these assumptions, the 
principles of supply and demand hold. Wages reflect 
the demand for a particular worker and the supply of 
that worker. If there are more workers than jobs, the 
price (wage) goes down; workers then move from those 
positions to more advantageous ones. If, however, 
there are more jobs than workers qualified to fill 
them, the wage-price rises attracting workers. In 
theory, these adjustments in the quantity and price 
continue until an equilibrium is reached.
Given the assumption that labor inputs are like 
other production imputs, interchangeable at a known 
level, one would expect that labor force 
characteristics and employment profiles for all labor 
market areas would be similar. However, previous 
research has shown that this is not the case. 
Researchers have found regionally specific industrial 
specialisation (Storper and Walker, 1983; McGranahan,
1980) and evidence that equally qualified workers in 
similar positions do not receive similar wages (eg., 
Featherman and Hauser, 1976). Furthermore, it has been
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shown that there are differences within regions between 
urban and rural areas (Falk and Lyson, 1987).
HUMAN CAPITAL THEORY
One explanation for the contrast between economic 
theory and empirical analysis is attributed to human 
capital differences. In effect, human capital theory 
states that workers invest differing amounts of 
"capital" (education, training, and work experience) 
for different occupational and industry choices, which 
are then realized by returns in earnings.
Human capital theory is most often evoked to
explain the consistent finding that educational
attainment is the most significant factor in predicting 
income. However, it has also been shown that the 
returns to the individual investment in education vary 
considerably between men and women, whites and non­
whites, and urban and rural residents. Human capital 
theorists like Zalokar (1988) explain the "cause" of 
underlying differences in occupations and wages as
individual choice. In her view, the difference between 
men's and women's wages is the result of women playing 
a greater role in childrearing and choosing occupations 
which allow for more flexibility in hours and work 
patterns. The trade off is less pay.
Gary Becker's (1981) economic view regarding
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gender differences in wages illustrates the human 
capital approach.
Wage rates are lower for women at least 
partly because they invest less than men in market 
human capital, while the productivity of household time 
is presumably greater for women partly because they 
invest more than men in household capital. The time of 
women is worth less than the time of men at younger and 
older ages, but is worth more than the peak child- 
rearing years when women are very busy and productive. 
Since women are more likely to enter the labor force 
when their household time is worth less, a false 
inference is drawn from their lower earnings in the 
labor force about the time value of all women compared 
to all men.
The human capital theory raises questions 
regarding the stratification of labor market areas. Do 
labor market characteristics exacerbate the earning 
differences between social groups, or are there 
consistent returns to educational attainment? And, are 
the human capital levels similar among social groups 
across labor market areas?
An alternative to the human capital approach, the 
segmented economy perspective, is discussed next. This 
perspective places the cause of wage differences on 
restricted opportunities imbedded in the employment 
structure rather than on individual choice. Arguments 
similar to those explaining wage differences for men 
and women, regarding wage differences between ethnic 
and racial groups and urban and rural workers, are 
made. Storper and Walker (19B3) argue that geographic 
distribution of industry is literally a spatial
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division of labor and that the labor market 
segmentation is inherently a geographic process. This 
geographic division results in a dual economy, based 
not only on employment opportunity differences, but 
also on average earnings differences within employment 
categories.
ECONOMIC THEORY
A growing number of theorists argue that 
differences in wages can be attributed to the 
development of the economy. This approach identifies 
either a segmented labor force or a segmented 
industrial structure. As an example, Blau and Jusenius
(1976) provide a review of economists' approaches to 
sex segregation in the labor market.
Labor Force Segmentation
Labor force segmentation theory is based on the 
notion of 1 divide and conquer’. Worker
characteristics, such as gender, ethnicity, or race, 
are criteria determining the allocation of jobs. This 
process, whether based on tradition or design, results 
in less competition for positions and allows the 
equilibrium wage price to be established and controlled 
by the employer. Ranges for wages and salaries are set 
by position, the pool of acceptable labor is 
identified, and in "parking garage" manner, workers are
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assigned slots: women in secretarial and caretaker 
positions, white men in supervisory roles, minorities 
in blue collar manual labor positions, and so on. 
Employment Structure
The labor market segmentation theory is an 
analysis based on locational differences. Segmentation 
can be identified according to occupational or 
industrial differences (see Zucker and Rosenstein,
1981).
Recent work by Stuart Rosenfeld (1986) and others 
has shown that the industrial structure tends to follow 
locational patterns. Rosenfeld (1986) finds that core 
industries are typically located in metropolitan areas 
while the less advantageous periphery employment 
opportunities are located in more rural locations. 
Also, regional variation in occupational patterns for 
blacks and whites were found by Chiswick and O'Neill
(1977). Thus, the labor market location is an 
important feature in stratification research.
LABOR MARKET AREAS
The concept of a labor market implies a 
geographically bounded area in which employment is 
sought and job decisions are made. Richardson (1978) 
reviews the distinction Szymanski draws between the 
concept of area, zone, and region. An 'area* refers to
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geographical space. Thus, the labor market, according 
to the above definition, is a labor market area. Zones 
define areas having different characteristics from the 
space surrounding them and regions refer to areas 
within the national economy. A labor market, then, 
could be appropriately referred to as a region.
Regions are conceptualized as three types: 
homogeneous areas, defined in terms of unifying 
characteristics; nodal areas, defined by internal 
flows, contacts, and interdependencies usually 
polarized toward a dominant center or node; and 
planning areas, defined by boundaries of political or 
administrative control. This research will focus on 
labor market areas based on the nodal type of region. 
However, unlike most nodal regions, there is no 
requirement of a dominant center or node. Information 
on place of residence and place of work by respondents 
was used to determine commuting flows and serves as the 
basis for the labor market area designations (U.S. 
Department of Commerce, 1983).
The practicality of defining a labor market area 
based on commuting patterns is illustrated by Wilson's
(1986) disscussion of the labor force experience of 
farmers. Wilson points out that the expansion of the 
broiler industry in the South was enhanced by 
alternative employment limitations. Because of limited
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economic alternatives for their labor within the 
particular geographic area. farmers proved to be 
willing low-wage workers.
However convenient it is to identify labor market 
areas by location, Cooke (1983) argues that an 
additional classification is necessary. He points out 
that the spatial division of labor and specialisation 
of industries is now based on a global economic system. 
As such, industrial differentiation on a world-wide 
scale results in a recomposition of the local class 
structure. Further, Cooke states that a spatially 
discontinuous but segmented labor market has emerged. 
This new classification of workers includes; marginal, 
underclass, precarious, selective, feminized, "normal1 
compliant, "normal" resistant, crafts, self-employed, 
subordinate functionary, and independent
functionary.
While Cooke's scheme identifies class structure 
nonspatially, it does include predominant locations for 
particular labor market groups. The categories of 
precarious, normal compliant, and self-employed workers 
are predominately located in rural or semi-rural areas. 
Thus, Cooke expands the dual economy/dual labor force 
beyond local, regional, or national boundaries to 
include the influence of the global economy.
The stratification of employment opportunities
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raises research questions regarding the empirical 
testing of locational stratification. How do labor 
market areas differ in patterns of employment? Are 
these differences related to locational factors?
Rural Labor Market Areas
Notwithstanding Cooke's caution regarding the 
limitations of geographically bounded labor market 
areas, the findings from previous research, comparing 
rural labor markets, .provide the background for the 
research questions addressed here. For example, Rees
(1979) suggests that the changes in the American 
spatial economic system follow a pattern similar to 
product-cycle model. In this view, regions of the 
country will shift in their economic dominance. The 
economic boom of the South and West with the 
corresponding decline in the Northeast would fit in 
this model. The "shift-share" concept of regional 
differences, however, focuses on inter-regional 
(Northeast/Southwest) comparisons at the expense of 
intra-regional (urban/rural) analysis.
Other researchers have focused more particularly 
on labor markets narrowly defined according to county 
boundaries. Metro/nonmetro differences in income, 
industries, and occupations have then been analyzed. 
Tienda (1986) provides a comparison of selected social
35
indicators by metropolitan/nonmetropolitan counties and 
gender along with the changes in these indicators 
between 1960 and 1980. Her findings regarding labor 
force participation, mean education, percentage of 
full-time, year-round employment, and annual earnings 
all point to a disadvantaged position for persons 
living in nonmetropolitan counties. Furthermore, she 
found occupational sex segregation greater in 
nonmetropolitan areas than in metropolitan areas.
Using the information available from the County 
and City Data Book, Reif (1986) analysed the linkages 
between agricultural structure, industry structure, and 
socioeconomic conditions in the United States. Her 
findings indicated that smaller family farming reflects 
a concentration of small-scale farms, which tend to be 
owner operated, resident occupied, and part time. 
However, this concentration of part-time farming does 
not indicate better socioeconomic conditions. The 
larger family farming pattern, in contrast, 
contributes positively to county socioeconomic 
conditions. While core industry employment was shown 
to be related to higher county socioeconomic 
conditions, peripheral employment did not lower these 
conditions. In fact, peripheral employment had little 
impact on median family income.
Following from Reif's and Tienda's findings one
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would expect, a pattern of farm/nonfarm linkages to also 
appear in rural labor market areas. These links affect 
socioeconomic conditions of the labor market in both
directions. A simulation model developed by Doeksen
(1987) illustrates the impact of farm decline on the 
rural businesses. Thus, the changing structure of 
employment opportunities affects the availability of
off-farm jobs while the changing structure of 
agriculture directly impacts the rural economy (Hines, 
et al, 1986; Doeksen, 1987).
Off-Farm Employment
Three adjustments to the continuing concentration 
in agriculture have been identified by Huffman (1977). 
Families may completely abandon agricultural ties,
moving off the farm and shifting their labor completely 
to the nonfarm sector. Some may continue farming until 
retirement while their children sever their farm sector 
ties. But for many families the decision is to remain 
in farming while taking nonfarm jobs as well. Multiple 
job holding may occur for one or more family members.
The shift to off-farm employment is a dominant 
trend. In 1981, about 60 percent of small- and medium- 
size farm operators relied on the nonfarm economy for 
their principle source of income. This was especially 
true for more densely populated regions with a 
relatively large number of small farms in the Northeast
37
and the South (Hines, et al., 1986).
The notion of off-farm employment implies a 
concept of the nonfarm income used as a strategy to 
remain in family farming. This is not always the case. 
Barlett (1986) points out that for at least one county 
in Georgia, part-time farming may simply be a life­
style preference rather than an economic decision. And 
alternatively, it may be a strategy used to enter 
farming as opposed to exiting it. Thus, the links 
between’farm and nonfarm for the labor market area are 
more complex than simply the availability of employment 
and the human capital characteristics of workers.
Regardless of this complexity, Deseran, et al.
(1984) point out that less than one-third of the U. S. 
farm families rely solely on farm self-employment 
income alone. Further, approximately 30 percent of 
farm couples are in dual-career situations in which 
both the husband and wife work off farm. For the 
husbands, very few with off-farm employment held part- 
time jobs. Thus, the importance of full-time, year- 
round nonfarm employment to the farm family cannot be 
denied.
Women in the Rural Labor Market; Doubly Disadvantaged?
Women are becoming more involved in the paid labor 
market regardless of marital status, the presence of 
children, or residential location (Sorensen and
38
McLanahan, 1987). In rural areas, women accounted for 
89 percent of employment growth between 1960 and 1970 
(Brown and O'Leary, 1979). Yet, their experiences in 
the labor force is typically one of occupational or 
industrial segregation (Burris and Wharton, 1982; 
Rosenfeld, 1985; Deseran and Dellenbarger, 1988). Their 
jobs tend to be concentrated in industries and 
occupations characterized by low wages, minimum job 
security, limited job mobility, and lack of 
unionization (Morrissey, 1982).
Research has shown that women's earnings are 
substantially lower than men's (eg. Sullivan, 1978).
Some researchers have argued that rural women are more
educationally disadvantaged than their urban
counterparts. The lack of human capital development 
can be used to explain wage differences, yet, even 
when rural women do complete higher levels of education 
their earnings remain substantially less. Bescher- 
Donnelley and Smith (1981) reported that the average 
earnings of nonmetropolitan females with college
degrees was 42 percent that of nonmetropolitan males.
In addition, women's employment is concentrated in 
periphery industries (Sokoloff, 1981). Under the dual­
economy theory, one would expect that rural areas would 
have a greater number of these industries.. This 
relative advantage in the number of jobs could be a
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double-edged sword. While more jobs might be available 
for women, these kinds of jobs would tend to be lower 
paying and less secure.
Farm women have also increased their labor force 
participation. In 1960 only 22 percent of farm women 
were counted as labor force participants, and by 1979 
that percentage had doubled. Forty-four percent of farm 
women were in the paid labor force, while an additional 
31.7 percent reported on-farm economic contributions 
(Sanders, 1986). Farm wives who lived closer to 
nonfarm jobs centers tended to work more off-farm jobs 
(Sanders, 1986). Other research has shown that the 
commuting distance for women is shorter than that for 
men (Deseran, forthcoming). This indicates that the 
structural aspects of employment opportunities are more 
locationally specific for women than for men. Bokemeier 
and Tickamyer (1985) found that the important 
distinction in labor force experiences of women was not 
locational differences within nonmetropolitan regions 
but rather the limited opportunity structure in 
nonmetropolitan areas. Boulding (1980) refers to farm 
women as being caught in a "triple squeeze". Not only 
are they entering the labor force for themselves, but 
they are also in the position of 'filling in' on the 
farm for spouses who are employed off the farm. In 
addition, the advanced technology in agriculture and
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the high cost of fossil fuels leaves labor the only 
variable input to increase profit. The available labor 
is typically that of farm family members.
A research question that has received less 
attention is that of farm women's employment experience 
relative to that of other women in similar labor market 
situations. Rosenfeld (1985) reports that farm women 
are over represented in professional, managerial, and 
technical jobs relative to the rural population as a 
whole. This contrasts with Bokemeier and Coughenour's
(1980) work that indicates off-farm employment for 
women was similar to employment of others in the local 
area or state. This research clarifies the position of 
farm wives off-farm employment situation in the context 
of the labor market area.
In reviewing the sociological literature regarding 
rural labor market areas, a number of research 
questions have emerged. Three general questions are 
considered in this research:
1. Do rural labor market areas provide similar 
employment opportunities?
2. Are the effects of sex stratification in 
employment exacerbated by labor market area 
characteristics ?
3. What factors characterize the labor force 
experiences of workers with off-farm employment?
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RESEARCH OBJECTIVES
In order to examine the effect of the labor market 
area on off-farm employment, a set of specific research 
questions are identified in this section. The review 
of both theoretical literature and previous research 
provide the basis of expected findings for the analysis 
of the research questions.
The first set of research questions to be examined 
considers labor market characteristics. From the 
previous literature review, it is expected that 
employment opportunities will be stratified by 
geographic location (eg. Falk and Lyson, 1987; 
Rosenfeld, 1986; Storper and Walker, 1984). The 
questions adderessed here is to what degree and in what 
way does the employment structure of rural labor market 
areas differ by region? The literature suggests 
several expectations in this regard: (1) Southern rural 
labor market areas will have a greater proportion of 
workers employed in manufacturing industries than rural 
labor market areas in other regions. (2)
Occupational differences will be found with the highest 
proportion of crafts and operative workers located in 
the southern rural labor market areas. (3) Natural
resource industries and related occupations will employ 
a greater proportion of rural workers in the southern
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and north central regions than in the western and 
northeastern regions.
Secondly, it has been shown that men and women 
face different labor market situations. The next 
expectation is that the different employment 
distribution of men and women results in income
differences. These income differences are expected to 
be exacerbated by characteristics of the labor market 
area in which the workers reside. Prior research shows 
that women are generally disadvantaged in the labor
market (eg. Tickamyer and Bokemeier, 1988; Sokoloff, 
1981; Sullivan, 1978). McGranahan and Killian (1986) 
further indicate that rural women are doubly
disadvantaged, facing both sexual discrimination and 
limitations caused by spatial segmentation of
employment opportunities.
Furthermore, it is expected that areas which
combine both agriculture and manufacturing will have 
greater mean earnings for both men and women than those 
which are dependent on agriculture as the economic base 
(eg. Smith, 1947). Thus, the research question asks to
what extent the earnings of men and women vary in
rural labor market areas and what affects these
differences. Along these lines, it is expected that
(1) men will consistently have higher earnings than 
women in all labor market areas, (2) labor market areas
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which have a manufacturing base will provide higher 
mean incomes for both men and women than those areas 
with an agricultural base, and (3) earnings of workers 
in labor market areas located in the South will be 
lower than earnings in other regions.
Finally, the research turns directly to the 
question of off-farm employment. Earnings for farm men 
and women are compared with the earnings of nonfarm men 
and women.
Previous research by Bokemeier and Tickamyer (1985) 
found off-farm earnings to be lower than nonfarm 
earnings. Deseran, at. al (1984) found farmers to have 
higher educational attainment than the rural population 
as a whole, which would lead to the expectation of 
higher earnings. Rosenfeld (1985) noted that farm men 
and women hold proportionally more positions in public 
administration and professional industries, with a 
correspondingly higher proportion of occupations in 
professional, managerial, and technical positions than 
other rural workers. Thus, lower earnings for farm 
family members have been attributed to limitations of 
the local employment opportunities among other factors 
(Bokemeier and Tickamyer, 1985).
This research examines wage and salary earnings 
from paid labor market employment comparing farm and 
nonfaxm workers. Men's and women's earnings are
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analyzed separately. The labor market outcomes are 
expected to again reflect the hierarchical differences 
in earnings across the labor market types. Rosenfeld 
(19B5) found farm women's labor market earnings to be 
40 percent of men's off-farm earnings, averaging $8,242 
to $20,305 respectively. This compares with an 
earnings ratio of 57 percent for all women's earnings 
compared with men's earnings (Sokoloff, 1981). Similar 
differences in farm and nonfarm earnings ratios are 
expected here.
Because previous research leads to contradictory 
expectations regarding differences between off-farm and 
nonfarm earnings, it is anticipated here that an 
analysis of the effects of labor market area 
characteristics will clarify these contradictions. 
Several questions are of specific interest: (1) Within 
agricultural labor market area types will off-farm 
earnings be greater than earnings for nonfarm workers?
(2) Within manufacturing-based labor market areas, will 
off-farm earnings be lower than earnings for nonfarm 
men and women? (3) Will farm wives' incomes be similar 
to than those of nonfarm wives?
Chapter Three identifies the research procedures 
used to examine these research questions. The 
quantitative procedures outlined will be used to 






The research focuses on rural labor market areas, 
examining how the labor market area characteristics 
affect earnings. The research seeks to provide insight 
into the research questions identified in the previous 
chapter and to meet the following objectives:
1. To profile the structure of employment 
opportunities in rural labor market areas.
2. To determine whether the difference in rural 
men's and women's labor force experiences are 
exacerbated by the economic base and regional location.
3. To asses the effects of labor market 
characteristics on off-farm employment.
Three stages of analysis are required to meet the 
stated objectives. First, employment profiles of the 
labor market areas are presented to allow for 
comparative analysis. Second, models of expected 
earnings for men and women are developed and compared. 
And finally, the impact of the labor market area on 
off-farm employment is examined, comparing regression 
models for farm and nonfarm earnings.
Phase One: Labor Market Area Characteristics
The first step in the research process is to 
profile the sampled labor market areas. Employment 
opportunities are identified according to specified
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industry and occupational categories. The proportion of 
workers in each industrial and occupational category 
are compared across the labor market area types.
Phase Two: Evaluation of Earnings Outcomes
The second stage of the research project involves 
evaluating earnings differentials. Mean earnings are 
provided for the labor market area types by the region 
of the country. An analysis of employment factors 
affecting earnings differences will be explored for the 
southern region and the northcentral region. Using a 
demographic standardization technique (Shryock and 
Siegel, 1976; Thompson, 1968), comparisons of mean 
earnings will be made to determine the extent to which 
differences are due to the area's industrial mix, 
occupational mix, or wage rates. Men's and women's 
earnings will be compared separately.
Using direct standardisation, a summary measure of 
factor specific rates is determined, which, to some 
extent, holds constant the influence of the factor. 
Thus, industry standardized average earnings can be 
determined for each type of economic base and region. 
The same is possible for occupational standarized 
earnings and standardized earnings by region. This 
procedure requires selection of a standard population, 
which may be one of the populations concerned, the
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averaged distributions, or a third population (Shryock 
and Siegel, 1976). For this research, the standard 
selected is the labor market area category which 
provides the highest overall average earnings for all 
workers.
Next, a regression model is specified to explain 
earnings variations of working men and women for each 
labor market area type holding human capital variables 
constant. Independent variables include the economic 
base of rural counties, labor market area types and 
region of the country. Industry of employment, 
occupational category, age, race, educational 
attainment, household size, and the presence of 
children are also included. The dependent variable is 
income, including wages, salaries, and nonagricultural 
self-employment earnings.
Phase Three; Off-Farm Income
In the third phase of analysis, off-farm earnings 
are examined. Earnings of married farm men and women 
are analyzed, using a regression model which includes 
labor market and individual characteristics as 
independent variables. These findings 'are then 
compared with those of nonfarm men's and women's 
earnings, comparing agricultural and manufacturing 
labor market areas • in the four regions. Men1s and
women's earnings are evaluated separately.
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DATA AND SAMPLING
The secondary data used in this research is from 
the 1980 Census. The labor market designations used 
were created as part of the U.S.Department of 
Agriculture Cooperative Regional Project S-1B4, Labor 
Markets and Labor Force Differentiation in 
Nonmetropolitan Areas. Using a cluster analysis 
technique, counties were grouped according to a flow 
matrix relating respondent's county of residence and 
county of employment. The technical procedure for this 
classification is available in Tolbert and Killian 
(1987).
While the research focuses on the labor market 
areas, the actual data are on the individual level from 
the 1980 U.S. Census Bureau Public-Use Microdata Sample 
D, (hereafter refereed to as PUMS-D) census data tapes. 
PUMS-D is a stratified sample of the population based 
upon census long-form questionnaires. Sampling was 
done by household, allowing for analysis of family 
relationships and housing unit characteristics (U.S. 
Department of Commerce, 1983).
The PUMS-D data were selected because of three 
distinct features. First, the PUMS-D aggregates 
households by labor market area, according to county
clusters based on commute“to-work information. As such, 
some labor market areas cross state boundaries.1 This 
has the advantage of providing areas that reflect a 
worker's actual behavior rather than limiting the labor 
market geography to county level comparisons. Secondly, 
since the data are available at the individual level, 
it is feasible to tailor variables to the needs of the 
research. This is a particularly important advantage 
over sources which have only aggregated data. In 
addition, by allowing the identification of household 
members individually or collectively, farm households 
can be identified based on reports of self-employment 
income from agricultural production for one household 
member. Third, the data set is large enough to provide 
an adequate sample of farm couples who comprise less 
than 5% of the U.S. population.
For the purposes of the research at hand, only 
employed adults between the age of 18 and 64 living in 
married-couple households are included in the analysis 
during Phase One and Two. In the third phase of the 
research, farm households are identified. By selecting 
only married persons, it is possible to identify 
individuals who live in households in which a spouse
1 Limitations of confidentiality require that the 
smallest possible labor market area contain a 
population of at least 100,000 persons (U.S. Department 
of Commerce, 1983). This causes some of the areas to be 
larger than ideal.
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reports self-employment income from agriculture even if 
that particular person does not report such earnings. 
The sample is further restricted to those farm 
households located in a rural labor market areas. A 
discussion of the selection of the labor market areas 
follows.
Selected Sample Geography: Rural Labor Market Areas
The-definition of rural has been a subject of much 
debate in rural sociological literature (Copp, 1972 and 
Bealer, 1981). The distinction between urban and 
rural, and metropolitan and non-metropolitan is 
frequently blurred. While often used interchangeably, 
the terms reflect different classification criteria. 
Rural and urban classification is based on population 
density while metropolitan and non-metropolitan refers 
to economic and social ties of an area (Tolbert and 
Killian, 1987). The primary classifications follow
those set forth by the U.S. Bureau of Census as 
follows:
Urban: Cities and towns with 2,500 or more
inhabitants or areas with 1,000 or more persons per 
square mile.
Rural: Areas not urban.
Metropo1itan: Counties defined as Metropolitan
Statistical Areas according to the U.S. Census Bureau,
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having a population center of at least 50,000 
inhabitants as well as economic and social ties with 
surrounding counties.
Non-metropolitan: Counties outside of metropolitan 
areas.
However, these distinctions are clearly not 
adequate sampling procedures since the categories are 
not mutually exclusive. Small communities may be part 
of metropolitan areas, yet the character of a town of 
3,000 is quite different than that of a metropolitan 
center although both are classified as urban. In order 
to eliminate confusion, the labor market areas in this 
research have been classified according to both 
urban/rural and metro/nonmetro distinctions as defined 
below:
Rural nonmetro: All of the counties in the LMA
are nonmetro and 50% or more of the population is 
rural;
Urban nonmetro: All of the counties in the LMA are 
nonmetro and more than 50% of the population is urban;
Rural metro: The LMA contains at least one small- 
to medium-metro county and no major metro county and 
50% or more of the population is rural;
Urban metro: The LMA contains at least one small- 
to medium-metro county and no major metro county and
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more than 50% of the population is urban;
Major metro: The LMA contains at least one major 
metro county and more than 50% of the population is 
urban.
For the purposes of this research, the rural labor 
market areas selected included only those labor markets 
which are classified as rural metropolitan or rural 
nonmetropolitan. Thus, the individual data is from 
persons who reside in areas in which at least half of 
the population lives in rural areas.
Fig. 1 about here
OPERATIONALIZATION AND DISCUSSION OF VARIABLES
Analysis of the data requires the specification of 
variables and operational procedures. In order to 
explore the hypotheses set forth, concepts regarding 
economic base, region, farm identification, industry, 
and occupational classification were defined. The basic 
socioeconomic variables of gender, age, income, and 
education are less problematic but are also clarified.
Each labor market area is characterized along two 
dimensions; the economic base of rural counties and the 
region of the country. These labor market area 
characteristics are referred to as the "locational"
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factors.
Classification of Nonmetropolitan Counties
The first labor market area characteristic 
considered is the economic base of its rural counties. 
Classification of nonmetropolitan areas for policy 
purposes is a fairly new concept. Public policy tends 
to focus on either urban or rural issues, frequently 
defining rural as "agricultural" and lumping all 
agricultural production enterprises into a single 
category. In order to alleviate such gross
classification Ross and Green (1985) document a 
classification for nonmetropolitan counties, reflecting 
economic, social, and land use characteristics.
Nonmetropolitan counties in the United States were 
classified according to seven types. This
classification procedure clearly identifies the 
character of 8 5 percent of all nonmetropolitan counties 
(Ross and Green, 1985). Reflecting economic, social, 
and land use characteristics, these types include; 
agricultural, mining, manufacturing, retirement, 
government, federal land ownership, and poverty 
categories. Of the 2,073 counties classified, nearly 
60% were identified as pure types representing only one 
of the seven categories.
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Agricultural and Manufacturing Based Rural Counties
Two of the Ross and Green (1985) nonmetropolitan 
county classification categories, agricultural and 
manufacturing, are of interest in this research. 
Agricultural counties were identified as those counties 
in which 20 percent or more of labor and proprietor's 
income, averaged over a five year period between 1975 
and 1979, was from agricultural sources. 
Manufacturing-based nonmetropolitan counties
identified were those in which over 30 percent of labor 
and proprietors' income was from manufacturing in 1979.
The growth of manufacturing employment in 
nonmetropolitan counties during the 1970's resulted in 
a job creation rate in this sector of four times more 
than in metropolitan counties (Erickson, 1981). By 
1979 manufacturing accounted for the largest share (24 
percent) of total nonmetropolitan employment (Dillman 
and Hobbs, 1982). Because of the importance of 
manufacturing, employment in rural counties those 
counties identified as having an economic base in 
manufacturing were used to classify one labor market 
area type.
Agriculture, while employing less than 3% of the 
population in production, still is a key economic 
sector in rural America (Tweeten, 1986). Nearly two and 
a half million people are farmers and over 700 counties
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are identified as agricultural, according to the Ross 
and Green (1985) scheme. Of the counties identified as 
agriculturally dependent, over two-thirds were 
determined to have had no other major economic
activities. This suggests that the rapid industrial 
changes in rural America have not necessarily led to
industrial diversification with a balanced mix of
agriculture and other industries at least within the
county as a unit.
Not surprisingly, these agricultural counties are 
unique demographically. They have smaller populations 
than other nonmetropolitan counties. They are more 
rural and less densely populated and have lower rates 
of population change.
However, rural counties, whether or not they are 
classified as agricultural or manufacturing are not 
equal in their locational advantage or disadvantage for 
the resident labor force (Tickamyer and Bokemeier, 
1988). Identification of agricultural dependent
counties does not imply that the labor market area
itself is agriculturally dependent. Rather, the
economic base of at least part of the labor market area
is agriculturally dependent. It is assumed that for 
those persons dependent on agricultural production, the 
off-farm employment opportunities are bound by the 
labor market area. While an individual's opportunity
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structure is not limited to a single county, it can be 
assumed that it is confined within the reasonable 
commuting patterns that identify the PUMS-D labor- 
market area.
Region
Region has been identified as a key explanatory 
factor for wage differences in previous research (eg. 
Parcel, 1979; Storper and Walker, 19B3; Sachs, 1985). 
To capture this in the analysis, the rural labor market 
areas were also typed according to census-defined, 
multistate regions of the country: Northeast, North 
Central, South, and West.
INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS
The next set of variables refers to individual 
characteristics and employment situations. These 
include educational attainment, farm status, industry 
of employment, occupational classification, race, 
poverty level, income, and underemployment.
Education
As a common proxy for human capital resource 
attainment, educational level is used as a control 
variable in the research model. Education is measured 
as reported years of schooling completed.
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Farm Status
Identification of family farmers for agricultural 
policy purposes has undergone substantial changes. The 
1940s' definition of the family farm was one in which 
the-
operator devoting substantially 
full-time to operations, with the help of 
other members of his family and without 
employing more than a moderate amount of 
outside labor, can make a satisfactory 
living and maintain the farm plant 
(Brewster, 1980).
By the 1970's the definition took on a new view. The 
family farm was defined as "a primary agricultural 
business in which the operator is a risk-taking 
manager, who with his family, does most of the farm 
work and performs most of the managerial activities" 
(Brewster, 1980).
The PUMS-D data allow a relatively crude 
approximation of farm status in terms of reported 
income from self-employment in agriculture production 
for some member of the household. While this is less 
than ideal for identifying farm families, the 
proportion of households in the sample that receives 
farm self-employment earnings is consistent with other 
reported figures for farm households (U.S. Senate, 
1980).
The third phase of the study focuses on farm 
husbands and wives. While excluding single farmers and
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farm families with a single head of household, the 
sample includes the majority of farm families and 
represents the dominant unit of farm production. 
Previous research indicates that the overwhelming 
majority of farm households (92%) contain husband and 
wife members (Boulding, 1980).
Industry of Employment
Employment opportunities are operationalised 
according to reported industry of employment. Three- 
digit industry codes were used, the classification 
scheme modified the categories used by Singelmann 
(1978). Singelmann identifies six categories of 
industries in his research: extractive industries,
transformative industries, distributive industries, 
producer services, social services, and personal 
services. Singelmann notes that the classification of 
the construction industry is problematic. Construction 
is large enough to be classified as a single category, 
however, it is less capital intensive, and it is 
dominated by small firms with flexible work hours. 
None the less, Singelmann included it in the 
transformative sector.
The categories used in this analysis include 
construction as a separate category. Other industry 
categories identified are natural resource industries
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(agriculture and mining), durable manufacturing,
nondurable manufacturing, wholesale trade, retail 
trade, and three categories of service industries: 
commercial services (transportation, communication, and 
utilities industries}, individual services, and public 
services (public administrative, health and educational 
services).
Occupation
Ten occupational groups were distinguished, using 
the major categories identified by three-digit standard 
occupation code. The categories include: professional 
and technical employees, managerial personnel, sales 
workers, clerical staff, service workers, natural 
resource workers (including farmers, fishermen, and 
foresters), craft and kindred workers, operatives, 
transportation employees, and general manual laborers.
Race
Prior research has shown race to be a significant 
determinant of income (eg. Parcel,1979). In this 
research, race was included as a control variable. 
However, since the available sample of minority persons 
who are farm family members is exceptionally small,s
e Among married men with self-employment in 
agriculture, less than 2% were nonwhite. For working 
farm wives, 3% were minority persons.
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it was excluded in Phase Three of the analysis. Where 




Income as the dependent variable refers to 
combined income from wages, salaries, and 
nonagricultural self-employment. While there is some 
bias due to the self-reported nature of the data, this 
variable will provide a benchmark for comparing the 
outcome of paid labor force experiences across the 
labor market area categories.
ANALYTICAL RESEARCH DESIGN
This research provides a static model of earnings 
and employment opportunity differences for rural labor 
market areas in 1980. In general, the research 
presented here compares the labor force experiences of 
workers in rural labor market areas by region and 
economic base. Each stage of the research process with 
its design framework is summarized in Figure 2.
Fig. 2 about here
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Phase one of the research will summarize the 
employment structure of the rural labor market areas by 
presenting the proportion of workers in each of ten 
industry and ten occupational categories. The
distributions are also presented by region. Within 
each region, labor market areas with agricultural 
dependent counties will be compared, with labor market 
areas having manufacturing-dependent counties.
Phase two provides the average income for the 
labor market areas based on average earnings for each 
industry and occupational category. Mean incomes are 
then standardized, using the labor market area with the 
highest overall average income as the baseline area. 
In addition, a model of estimated earnings is 
specified. Regression analyses are conducted to 
identify factors significantly affecting men's and 
women1s incomes.
Finally, the research turns off-farm earnings 
differences among rural labor market areas. Employment 







Results of the analysis outlined in Chapter Three 
are presented here. Findings are provided for each of 
the three phases of the research. First, a descriptive 
profile of the employment structure in rural labor 
market areas is provided. This profile on industrial 
and occupational status illustrates differences between 
agricultural and manufacturing-dependent labor market 
areas in four regions of the country. Second, the 
employment outcomes for men and women are analyzed. 
More specifically, this phase examines the expectation 
that workers living in labor market areas with
manufacturing dependent counties will have higher
earnings than workers in rural labor market areas
dependent on agriculture. Since the employment 
distribution of men and women was found to be 
different, the findings are reported separately for 
each sex. Finally, off-farm earnings of farm persons 
was compared with those of nonfarm workers in similar 
labor market areas.
PHASE ONE : Labor Market Area Differences
The first phase of the research calls for a
descriptive comparison of the labor market types to 
discern differences in employment-related
characteristics of rural labor market areas.
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Substantial differences among the labor market areas by 
both region and economic base was found.
Occupational Distribution
Table 1 provides the distribution of full-time 
employment for each occupational category. Findings for 
men and women are reported separately. One outstanding 
feature of the employment distribution is the dramatic 
difference found between the percentage of men and 
women in occupational categories. Clerical occupations 
employ between 2.3 percent and 4.6 percent of men who 
work full time. For women, however, the proportion 
employed in clerical occupations ranges from 24.6 
percent in the Southern manufacturing labor market 
areas to 32.6 percent in Western agricultural labor 
market areas.
Table 1 about here
While the distribution of occupations tends to be 
similar for each sex, there are still substantial 
differences across labor market area types. 
Occupations related to natural resources (farming, 
forestry, and fishing) show the widest range. For 
example, in the Northcentral agricultural area, 26.9 
percent of the men are engaged in farming, fishing, or 
forestry. This contrasts with 6.9 percent of full-time
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working men reporting these occupations in the Western 
agricultural labor market areas. These differences are 
shown in Figure 3, which graphically reflects the 
diversity of occupational structure found in the four 
regions.
Figure 3 about here
In the Western region, the professional and
technical occupations employ a greater proportion of 
the male work force in the agriculturally-based labor 
market areas (18.7%) than in the manufacturing-based 
labor market areas (13.6%). While not as dramatic, the 
reverse situation is found in the South and
Northcentral regions. More men were found to be 
employed in managerial occupations in the western 
manufacturing region than in other areas.
The largest proportion of male workers are found 
in craft occupations regardless of the labor market 
area. There are, however, proportional differences 
among the labor market areas. In the Western 
agricultural region 29.4 percent of men are hold craft 
occupations, while in the Northcentral agricultural
t
region only 20.5 percent are employed in that
occupational category.
Figure 4 shows the occupation distribution for
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women. As can be readily seen, clerical and service 
occupations dominate the employment distribution for 
women. Yet, while these remain predominant occupations 
for women in all the labor market area types, the 
percentage of women employed in service occupations 
ranges from about 22 percent in the Northcentral 
agricultural labor market areas to almost 14 percent in 
Southern manufacturing labor market areas.
Fig. 4 about here
Professional and technical occupations are well 
represented by women also. In the Western region, a 
larger proportion of women in agricultural labor market 
areas have professional and technical occupations than 
their counterparts in Western manufacturing labor 
market areas. In the Southern region, the proportion 
of women in professional occupations is nearly the same 
for both agricultural- and manufacturing-based labor 
market areas. However, in the Northcentral region, 
more women in manufacturing-based labor market areas 
have professional and technical occupations than do 
women in the Northcentral agricultural areas.
Crafts occupations employed a larger proportion of 
the men in all categories of labor market areas, but 
fewer women are employed in this occupational group.
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In the Northcentral manufacturing labor market areas 
13.9 percent of women have crafts or kindred 
occupations. In the Northeast manufacturing region 
10.6 percent are employed in crafts while in the
Western manufacturing region 6.0 percent and only 2.8
percent of women in the Southern manufacturing labor 
market areas are crafts workers.
Industrial Distribution
While the distribution of occupations across labor 
market areas is striking, most public policy is 
directed toward recruiting industries or maintaining a 
particular industrial mix. The research attention now
turns to a consideration of the industrial make-up of
rural labor market areas. Table 2 provides the 
distribution of workers by industry for each of the 
labor market area types. Figures 5 and 6
graphically portray the industry mix for men's and 
women's employment in the four regions reported in 
Table 2.
Table 2 and Figures 5 and 6 
about here
Within each region, differences are shown for 
labor market areas with manufacturing-dependent
counties and those with agricultural dependent counties
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as the economic base. As expected, the proportion of 
workers in natural resource industries is 
substantially higher in the agricultural-dependent 
labor market areas. Those labor market areas which have 
manufacturing-dependent counties have a considerably 
lower proportion of workers employed in natural 
resource industries. About 8 percent of the full-time 
working men in the Southern rural labor market areas 
with manufacturing-dependent counties are employed in' 
natural resource industries compared to 20.9 percent of 
the full-time working men in Southern agricultural 
dependent labor market areas.
The construction industry is typically composed of 
smaller firms, often hiring seasonal workers. This can 
provide workers less stable employment. The industry, 
however, employs a substantial proportion of full-time 
working men. Except in the Northcentral region, 
manufacturing-based labor market areas have a greater 
percentage men working in the construction industry 
than do the agricultural based labor market areas of 
the same region. The Southern and Western regions have 
substantially higher proportions in the construction 
industry than do the Northern regions.
The proportion of men working in durable 
manufacturing is highest in the Northeastern 
manufacturing labor market areas. For nondurable
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manufacturing, the proportion is highest in the 
Southern region.
Trade industries employ between 3.3 percent and 
10.8 percent of the labor market area's men. Wholesale 
trade industries, however, consistently employ a 
smaller proportion than the retail sector.
Public service and administration employs over 13 
percent of the full-time working men in all areas. In 
the Northeastern manufacturing labor market areas, 
however, 19.4 percent of full time working men are in 
the public sector.
For women, employment is concentrated in retail 
trade and commercial services as well as the public 
sector. Public employment hires the largest percentage 
of full-time working women, ranging from one-third to 
nearly one-half across the labor market area types.
The availability of nondurable manufacturing 
industries in the South clearly affects the employment 
structure for women. This difference is pronounced even 
in those areas which do not have counties that are 
economically dependent on the manufacturing sector.
Wholesale trade employs a relatively small 
percentage of women. One percent of women in Western 
agricultural regions work in wholesale trade while 4.3 
percent of women in the Western manufacturing region 
are employed in this industry category.
The Northcentral agricultural labor market areas 
exhibit the most concentrated employment for full-time 
working women, with 15 percent in retail trade and
43.3 percent in public services. In contrast, working 
women living in the Southern manufacturing labor market 
areas have a wider industry of employment distribution. 
Here 28.5 percent are employed in nondurable 
manufacturing, 10.8 percent in durable manufacturing,
17.3 percent in retail trade, and 3 2.7 percent in the 
public sector.
PHASE TWO: Earnings bv Labor Market Area Types
Phase one of the research identified differences 
in the labor market area types and pointed to a 
stratification of occupations and industries not only 
for men and women, but also for region and economic 
base. Phase two illustrates the outcome of these 
differences. The research now focuses on men's and 
women's earnings. In this regard, there is good reason 
to believe that both occupation and industry of 
employment will affect earnings. Chiswick and O'Neill 
(1976), for example, found that occupation explains 
about 35 percent of the difference between men's and 
women's wages. Furthermore, the industrial structure 
has been found to explain 64 percent of the differences 
in occupational groups' earnings (Solsenberg, 1975).
Earnings from wages, salaries, and nonagricultural 
self-employment income are used here. Using the direct 
standardisation procedure discussed in chapter three, 
the average earnings for men and women is indexed, with 
the Northcentral manufacturing labor market areas as 
the standard. The Northcentral manufacturing labor 
market areas were selected as the standard population 
group because it met the guideline of having the 
highest overall average earnings. See Appendix G for a 
discussion of the standardisation procedure used. 
Occupational Standardization
The results of the standardization by occupational 
distribution are provided in Table 3. Column one in 
Table 3 provides the unstandardi2ed index of men’s and 
women’s average earnings for each labor market type. 
These averages are computed on the basis of workers in 
the ten occupational categories receiving the average 
income for that occupation. The average income for the 
occupation is multiplied by the number of workers in 
that occupation, the sum of income for each category is 
then divided by the number of total workers to obtain 
the average income used in index procedure. The 
Northcentral manufacturing region is the baseline with 
an index of 100. The average income computed in the 
manner described above is provided in column two. Note 
that because the Northeast region contained no
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agricultural-dependent counties, no findings for this 
region are reported in Table 3.
Table 3 about here
For each region and type of economic base, the 
average income has been adjusted to determine if 
earnings differences could be explained by a variance 
in occupation or industry mix. In addition, the 
average income was standardized, using the income in 
the Northcentral manufacturing region to determine if 
the differences could be explained by overall wage 
disparities among the labor market area types.
The indexed, wage-adjusted earnings for each labor 
market category are provided in Column 3. For each 
occupational category, workers1 earnings in a region 
(eg. Western agricultural region) were adjusted to 
match those earnings of workers1 in the Northcentral 
manufacturing region. Thus, the findings indicate that 
impact of wage differences for occupational categories 
is indicated. If the wages of workers in the South 
manufacturing labor market areas were the same as those 
of workers in similar occupations in the Northcentral 
manufacturing area, average wages for the regions would 
be equivalent (index=100).
A similar procedure was used to adjust each area's
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occupational mix. If the Southern agricultural region 
had the occupational mix of the Northcentral 
manufacturing region, but retained the current earnings 
per occupational category, the average earnings would 
change from a current index of 75 to 79. In contrast, 
adjusting wages but retaining the occupational 
structure would raise the average earnings from an 
index of 7 5 to 93.
Industrial Standardization
The results reported in Table 4 indicate that an 
adjustment in the industrial mix would have little 
effect on improving salaries for men in the Southern 
region. For men in the Southern agricultural type labor 
market areas, adjusting by earnings and assuming the 
same industrial structure results in an average income 
of $17,219 compared with $17,882, the standard average 
income of men in the Northcentral manufacturing labor 
market areas. Adjusting the industry structure while 
holding wages constant would result in an average 
income of $13,969 for men in the Southern agricultural 
labor market areas. These results clearly point to the 
overall regional differences based on wage structures 
rather than industrial or occupational distributions.
In sum, adjusting the industry mix to that of the 
Northcentral manufacturing labor market areas
increases the average indexed wage for men in the
75
Western agricultural labor market areas and for women 
in the Western manufacturing labor market areas. In 
all other cases, it appears more beneficial to the 
workers' earnings if wages were adjusted and the 
industrial mix were retained than if the industrial mix 
were adjusted but the wage structure remained the same. 
Thus, the differences in wages across the regions 
appears to have a greater effect than does the 
difference in industrial or occupational mix.
Table 4 about here
Regional Earnings Differences
Having established the regional effects of 
employment differences for full-time workers, the 
average income for all workers is considered next. 
Men's and women's incomes are reported separately for 
the four regions and four labor market area types.1 It 
was expected that the Southern region would provide 
lower labor force outcomes than other areas of the
1 Recall that the labor market areas are typed 
according to the presence of agricultural- or 
manufacturing-based rural counties. , Thus, the four 
types are (1) those with agricultural-based counties 
but no manufacturing-based counties, (2) those with 
manufacturing-based counties but without agricultural- 
based counties, (3) those with both agricultural- and 
manufacturing-based counties, and (4) those with 
neither agricultural- or manufacturing-dependent 
counties.
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country. With the exception of women's average income 
in labor market areas which have neither agricultural 
or manufacturing dependent counties, the expectation 
was supported.
The expectation with regard to the labor market 
area*s economic base was that those labor market areas 
with manufacturing-dependent counties would have the 
highest average incomes. Those with both agricultural- 
and manufacturing-dependent counties were expected to 
have average incomes lower than manufacturing labor 
market areas and higher than agricultural labor market 
areas. For all rural labor markets combined, this 
expectation holds. However, for men in the Western 
region, the expected relationship was not found. Those 
areas with both agricultural and manufacturing counties 
provide higher average incomes than labor market areas 
having an economic base dependent on either agriculture 
or manufacturing alone.
Table 5. about here
Factors Affecting Earnings Differences
Given the strong theoretical emphasis and previous 
empirical findings which support the human capital 
explanation of earnings differences, it could be argued 
that earnings differences of labor market areas reflect
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differences in individual characteristics. In order to 
consider this possibility, a regression model was 
developed to examine the effect of location, individual 
factors, industry of employment, and occupation on 
estimated earnings. The findings from this model are 
reported for men in Table 6. and women in Table 7.
Table 6 and Table 7 about here
For men the.model explains 22.7 percent of the 
variance in earnings. Individual characteristics of 
educational attainment and age, standardized betas of 
.2418 and .1758, respectively, were found to be key 
factors for estimating earnings. In addition, holding 
all other factors constant, the estimated earnings were 
significant and negative for men working in public 
service industries. Managerial occupations, on the 
other hand, were significant and positive predictors of 
earnings.
The labor market area location and economic base 
were factors of particular interest in this study. For 
men, living in the Northcentral and Western regions 
had a significant and positive effect when all other 
factors were held constant. Residence in the Southern 
region had a negative influence, as expected, but it 
was not significant. The Northeastern region was the
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suppressed category. While the labor market area type 
was found to be negative and significant, the degree to 
which this held was as expected. Residence in labor 
market areas with agricultural-dependent counties had 
the most negative impact on earnings.
PHASE THREE: Off-Farm Earnings
Phase Three of the research turns to the off-farm 
earnings of married men and women. The previous 
findings have shown that earnings of all workers are 
significantly impacted by the labor market area 
characteristics. This remained salient even when human 
capital differences are statistically controlled for 
within the model. The degree to which regional 
differences affect off-farm income was the focus of 
this final research phase.
Occupational Distribution
Table 8 provides the distribution of employment 
by occupation for farm men and women. The proportion of 
farm men and women employed in professional and 
technical occupations is slightly higher than rural 
labor market men in general (see Table 1). This 
finding, while not outstanding, is similar to the 
findings reported by Rosenfeld (1985).
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Table 8 about here
Industrial Distribution
The distribution of off-farm employment by
industry is provided in Table 9. In the Western
region, farm men are more likely to be employed in 
public service industries than are men in general. In 
the Northcentral region, durable manufacturing 
accounted for the largest proportion of farm men 
employees. This corresponds with the high proportion 
of men employed in this industry category for the same 
region. These findings indicate that the distribution 
of off-farm employment is fairly similar to that of the 
labor market area as a whole.
Table 9 about here
Menfs Off-Farm Earnings
A regression model was used to estimate the off- 
farm income for men and women. This model provides an 
indication of the factors which significantly affect 
off-farm earnings. Table 10 provides the results of 
the regression model for farm men. Locational and 
economic-base factors were not found to be significant 
in estimating earnings.
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Table 10 about here
The estimated model for farm men indicates that 
39 percent of the variance in off-farm income. In 
comparing the regression findings for farm men to those 
of all men, it is interesting to note that significant 
factors for farm men were not the same as for all men 
(see Tables 6 and 10). For example, educational 
attainment was not a significant factor in estimating 
the income of rural labor market area men but it was 
positive and significant in estimating men’s off-farm 
income. While all industry and occupational categories 
were significant factors in estimating all rural men's 
income, natural resources, manufacturing, and 
commercial service industries were not significant when 
only farm men were included in the model. Employment 
in sales, clerical, crafts, operative, or laborer 
occupations were also found to be nonsignificant 
factors in estimating farm men’s off-farm income. 
Women's Off-Farm Earnings
Over half of all married farm women are in the 
paid labor force. For these women, industry of 
employment was not a significant factor in estimating 
their off-farm income. This is in direct contrast with 
the findings for rural women in general (see Table 7).
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Farm women's off-farm income is significantly affected 
by individual factors of age and educational 
attainment. The occupational category of professional 
workers has positive and significant effects while 
natural resource-relatedt off-farm occupations have a 
negative and significant effect. The regression model 
for farm women's off-farm employment explained about 
one-third of the variance in income (Re=.3349).
Table 11 about here
In sum, the findings for phase three indicate that 
location was not a significant factor in estimating 
off-farm income. For farm men, the industry of 
employment was a significant factor. Education and 
natural resource occupations, however, were the only 
two factors which were of substantial importance, with 
standardized betas of .1359 and -.5961, respectively. 
For farm women, educational attainment was found to be 
a significant, positive and substantial factor 
(beta=.1557). Professional, managerial, and natural 
resource occupations have an even more powerful effect 






While this research has focused on rural labor 
market areas, the implications reach much further. The 
shift in the United States economy, from production to 
services has been rapid and pervasive. Sociological 
researchers need to know the context within which they 
conduct their work. Such ubiquitous change offers 
opportunities for applied sociology to contribute to 
the future direction of our society and, indeed, our 
world. Policy considerations in the wake of such a 
transformation must be carefully thought out as well as 
presented in a timely framework. It is in this light 
that the research present here can be viewed as 
illustrative. The following conclusions will briefly 
recapitulate the purpose of the work, summarize and 
discuss the findings, and identify research 
limitations. In addition, this chapter presents the 
potential applied use and policy implications of the 
research. a final note discussing future research 
suggestions closes the dissertation.
SUMMARY OF RESEARCH PURPOSE AND FINDINGS
The purpose of this research was threefold: first, 
to illustrate the value of the PUMS-D data for 
evaluating rural labor market area differences, second, 
to conduct an empirical analysis of the employment 
differences by both location and sex, and third, to
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provide exploratory research of farm men and women's 
off-farm earnings.
Men and women have different employment 
opportunities as indicated by the divergent proportion 
of employment by industry within a given labor market 
area type. This employment segregation has substantial 
negative impact for women's earnings. In addition to 
the marked differences between men's and women's
income, the findings indicated that the labor market
area type and location are significant for both men's 
and women's earnings.
Overall, the findings indicated that women in 
rural labor market areas find their income more
affected by the job (both occupation and industry) 
while men's income is more affected by age and
educational attainment (see betas reported in tables 6 
and 7). This suggests that the kinds of available
employment in a rural labor market area are more 
crucial to women than men. While this finding does not 
explain the lower earnings for women, it does point to 
a further disadvantage that women are less able to 
"cash in" on their human capital investments.
Employment in service and retail industries has 
the most substantial explanatory power for estimating 
women's income. Because these industries employ a 
disproportionate number of women in the rural labor
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market areas examined, and because employment in these 
industries depress earnings, the labor market area 
structure has a more crucial impact for women than men.
However, when off-farm employment is considered, 
industry does not have a significant effect on women's 
income. Professional or natural resource occupations 
and educational attainment provide the most powerful 
significant explanatory factors in estimating women's 
off-farm earnings. Farm men's off-farm income is most 
affected by educational attainment and employment in 
natural resource occupations.
RESEARCH LIMITATIONS
The data used for this study presents certain 
research limitations. First, in meeting requirements 
of survey confidentiality, the labor market areas have 
a minimum population of 100,000 persons. This area 
designation, in some cases, is not appropriate for
policy uses due to political boundaries. Second, the
data is dated since it is presently only available for 
the 1980 Census. This also restricts the analytical 
procedures to cross sectional analysis.
Another data weakness is the difficulty in
determining farm status. The data provides three 
alternatives: (1) identification of farm status, based 
on reported income from self-employment in agriculture,
(2) residence on a "farm", as designated by a house on 
a lot of at least 10 acres, and (3) farm status, based 
on product sales over $2,500. The research here uses 
the first alternative. Occupation and industry of 
employment is only available for the primary job of 
each individual. Thus, for multiple job holders, 
occupation and industry categories of secondary 
employment is unknown. By using income from
agricultural self-employment as the farm status
identifier, it is possible to determine off-farm
occupation and industry. From this definition,
however, it is not possible to determine the extent of 
reliance on farm income over other income sources for 
farmers with multiple income sources.
The research presented here focuses on region as a 
factor in explaining labor market area earnings
differences. An argument could be made that the 
regional variation in earnings reflects the cost of 
living differences. A conceptual problem is immediately 
apparent when considering cost of living: do wages 
reflect cost of living or does cost of living affect 
wages? While the exclusion of a cost of living 
adjustment is a limitation of this research, the 
possibility of including cost of living analysis for 
rural areas is limited. A few of the problems pointed 
out by Gunter (1987) include the theoretical foundation
of cost of living indexes based on utility theory (thus 
a level of utility is measured rather than a standard 
of living) and the fact that the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics provides statistical cost-of-living budgets 
for nonmetropolitan areas by region only. Research 
reported by Fournier and Rasmussen (1986) indicates 
that adjusting for cost of living raises the per capita 
income in the South relative to the rest of the 
country. However, achieving near parity in level of 
real per capita does not result in equality for all the 
region's residents. The South lags far behind other 
regions when the per capita income of low income 
persons is considered.
THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS
The research presented here is consistent with the 
theoretical orientation of a segmented economy. While 
factors under a person's own control do influence 
income, stratification of employment outcomes (in terms 
of income) was found to be significantly affected by 
labor market characteristics.
The differences found among rural labor market 
areas suggest the need for theoretical approaches 
which encompass locational factors. Thus, the framework 
applied by rural sociologists remains salient.
It has been argued that rural sociologists tend to
88
base their work on a systems-maintenance model (Falk, 
1981). This functionalist perspective does little to 
alter the existing stratified social order and, in 
fact, supports it. In contrast, the conflict
theoretical perspective has been gaining popularity 
among rural sociologists. This perspective focuses on 
worker class differences due to control over the means 
of production. Although frequently used for analysis 
of stratification issues, most researchers in this 
tradition fail to address two key points: the impact of 
household decision making and the contradictory 
position of persons who are both owners and workers. 
The increasing proportion of women in the labor force 
has changed the ideas of "the family wage", the power 
potential of income, and the ability to consider labor 
as freely mobile. The failure to address the position 
of workers who are also owners has led to a 
theoretical gap with regard to research on the 
interaction between the owner-operated and the 
traditional worker vs, owner economy. These theoretical 
considerations are of particular concern for rural 
sociologists studying the farm and off-farm labor 
situation of farm families.
POLICY FORMULATION AND EVALUATION APPLICATIONS
Research using labor market areas as a behavioral
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and geographical concept offers a rich source of 
information for policy makers and program 
implementors. Researchers frequently consider applied 
rural sociology as a tool of 'rural development'. The 
following section discusses the implications of the 
research presented here in light of rural development 
policy.
A key policy question evolves around the selection 
of appropriate ways to ameliorate negative effects of 
labor market area stratification. For example, the 
allocation of limited funds into programs which focus 
on training people for jobs, recruiting employers, or 
assisting communities "down size" in the wake of 
economic changes is a issue of concern for many 
community leaders. Evaluation of the area in terms of 
current efficiency of human resources is a recommended 
first step.
The labor market area concept itself expands the 
vision of policy officials. It is undesirable and in 
fact may be extremely detrimental for each and every 
community to respond as a separate unit. A labor 
market area is a collection of residential and 
employment opportunities linked by workers' actual 
commute-to-work patterns. The ability to evaluate the 
comparative advantage of a location within a labor 
market area is primary to any development goal. By
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maximizing the advantages available, especially with 
regard to the local labor force, rural labor market 
areas can overcome their current disadvantages.
For areas experiencing slow population growth or 
decline, it has been suggested that by retaining or 
attracting population employment will follow (Carlino 
and Mills, 1987). This suggestion is based on Carlino 
and Mills' (1987) findings that public actions 
regarding taxes, crime rates, or industrial revenue 
bonds had little impact on either population growth or 
employment. On the other hand, cheap labor alone is 
not enough (Smith, et al., 1980).
Job training programs located in areas without 
employment opportunities can result in outmigration of 
the more skilled and further depression for the area in 
question. The ability of an area to attract
employment, however, is based considerably on the 
educational attainment of the local work force. Funding 
for local schools and recruiting industries may be a 
beneficial combined strategy. Trade skill programs 
need to be designed for available employment.
In the process of determining appropriate 
policies, it is imperative that decision makers be 
aware of the wide range of mobility situations under 
which the local labor force operates. For example, a 
professional person's labor market area may be
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national or even international while for a secondary 
earner with primary child-care responsibilities, the 
labor market area may be restricted to an area near the 
family's residence. Thus, for officials seeking to 
provide community medical services, the policy 
orientation would be different than those whose rural 
development objective is to increase the family incomes 
in the area.
FUTURE RESEARCH RECOMMENDATIONS
During the dissertation process a number of 
additional research questions emerged. Recommendations 
for further research are provided as the conclusion of 
this project.
(1) Human Resource Utilisation and Development
The continued and perhaps widening stratification 
of our society is an area of concern to many policy 
makers. The further exacerbation of economic
stratification by location and the failure of human 
resource mobility to reach an equilibrium has resulted 
in a renewed policy focus on labor market areas (Clark, 
1986).
The formulation of the labor utilization framework 
in the early 1980's provided one tool for evaluating 
the efficient use of human resources (Clogg, 1979;
Clogg and Sullivan, 1983; Clogg, et al. , 1986). As an 
alternative to the either/or situation of employed or 
unemployed, the LUF is a procedure well suited for 
determining the extent of marginal employment 
categories including involuntary part-time workers, 
those whose full-time incomes are insufficient to meet 
their family's needs, and those persons who find their 
skills sorely underutilized by the jobs they hold 
(Lichter and Costanzo, 1987). While the PTJMS-D is not 
the ideal data source for a LUF analysis, the 
preliminary work reported here illustrates the 
usefulness of the framework in providing labor market 
area information.
Another suggestion for further research deals with 
the total worth of employment. Jencks, et al. (1988) 
point out the need for evaluation of jobs to include 
the nonmonetary value to the worker as well as those 
easily measured aspects of wages, salaries, or 
quantifiable benefits.
(2) Mobility and Public Policy
During the 1970s there was considerable
discussion about the turnaround in the migration
pattern with a movement toward the rural areas. 
However, further research indicates that this 
"turnaround” had little impact for rural areas.
Litchter, et al. (1979) report that the overall effect
93
of population mobility had little effect in changing 
the characteristic of the local labor market areas. 
Population streams appear to have canceled each other 
out so that the composition of metropolitan and 
nonmetropolitan areas remain the same with regard to 
age, education, and occupation composition.
In a study of migration attitudes and behavior, 
Swanson, et al. (1979) found that those persons in the 
labor force will exhibit a willingness to move toward 
employment opportunities. However, actual migration 
may not occur (Clark and Whiteman, 1983; Cook, 19B7). 
Mobility has been shown to be greatest in areas with a 
balanced labor supply (Lansing and Mueller, 1967). 
Scarcity of information is a limiting factor in actual 
mobility as well as the actual costs associated with 
relocation. The key point for further policy is 
evaluating the role that the local opportunity 
structure plays in the character and flow of migration 
(Lichter, et al., 1979).
(3) Labor Market Area Designations
Verification of the labor market areas over time 
is an obvious research need. The current designations 
allow for only cross sectional analysis. The
considerable advantages of time series data make it 
important that the PUMS-D designations be made
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available with the 1990 Census.
a number of researchers have shown that the
commuting patterns of working men and women vary
considerably (eg. Deseran, forthcoming). Women have a 
much narrower range in their work and residence 
locations. While this may reflect their additional
domestic responsibilities, the work by Singell and 
Lillydahl (1986) shows that a man's employment location 
determines the family's place of residence, while the 
place of residence more typically determines a women's 
employment selection. The differences in employment 
patterns between men and women in terms of not only the 
employer and occupation but also the commuting 
distances may warrant the development of a sex specific 
labor market area designation.
(4) Family and Household Well-being
Research in the area of family and household well­
being continues to remain important. A forthcoming 
USDA report highlights the working poor and the extent 
of their numbers in rural areas. Research such as this 
should be supported along with further critical 
analysis which would point to alternative solutions to 
the problem.
The current concern regarding welfare reform, 
which would promote "workfare" rather than "welfare",
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needs to be considered in terms of the problem of full­
time workers in poverty. In what way can the economy 
provide employment at adequate levels of earnings to 
alleviate this problem?
(5) Comparison of Findings Other Labor Market Areas 
The research discussed in this dissertation is
somewhat restricted due to the sample labor market 
areas studied. It is suggested that further analysis 
be conducted which would compare these findings with 
other sample areas. Of particular interest would be a 
comparison of those labor market areas which contain 
agricultural-dependent rural counties.
(6) Over Time Analysis with the 1980 and 1990 Census 
The limitations of the cross-sectional analysis
provided here are considerable. It would be preferable 
to consider labor market area changes across time. 
Hopefully, the 1990 Census will provide the opportunity 
for researchers to identify labor market areas again, 
based on work-force commuting patterns. In this way
changes in the county group configurations can be made 
as well as comparative analysis of internal labor 
market area adjustments over the-ten year interval.
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(7) Qualitative Research Directions
Before policy recommendations can be made for 
rural labor market areas f a number of research 
questions need to be addressed. What is the job search 
process in rural labor market areas? How well is the 
available labor supply identified? How extensive is 
underemployment in rural labor market areas? Are the 
cost-of-living differentials between rural and urban 
areas real or are they quality-of-life differences? 
What are true job training requirements versus job 
screening devices for employers when human capital is 
measured in terms of educational attainment?
These and many other research questions require 
more qualitative research techniques. To be effective, 
sociologists could gain much using the emic5 
perspective of the anthropological research orientation 
in addition to the more etic orientation that is 
commonly used. There is a strong tradition linking 
sociology and anthropology (eg. Durkheim, A.R. 
Radcliff-Brown). This tradition needs to be
revitalized.
1 The emic and etic approaches can be thought of 
as a typology. The emic perspective is one that 
focuses on participation rather than observation. The 
methods used are qualitative and there is a grounded or 
emergent theoretical orientation. The etic approach 




My research has further convinced me that 
further consideration of the definition of sociology is 
needed. If sociology can be considered as the 
"scientific study of society", what purpose should 
that study meet? Social engineering? Value free 
analysis? Peer recognition or policy input?
For both sociology and anthropology, the ultimate 
goal is a better understanding of human society. Rs 
such, our work focuses on a series of research 
problems. However, research primarily based in a 
positivist perspective leaves us with a tally of "what 
is" but little meaning. A hermeneutic orientation, 
placing the knowledge into a historical context, 
furthers our understanding. In this regard we can learn 
from historians, political scientists, and economists. 
But ultimately a critical analysis is necessary.
Critical sociology requires the best use of all 
available tools for understanding (Walton, 1986). This 
approach demands dramatic changes in the way research 
is conducted. Building the interpersonal links between 
disciplines and expanding on our own "curiosity 
quotient" is a critical first step.
For example, the quantum physicist regards 
"everything in the world as quantumstuff, a physical 
union of particle and wave" (Herbert,1985). This is a
useful concept when considering the individual as 
'particle' in the 'wave' of society. Perhaps from Lewis 
Thomas (1983) we can be reminded that science is really 
high adventure.
This adventure in learning, a dissertation, has 
been defined as a formal discourse on a subject. For 
me, the document presented here provides a brief 
summary of the long distance traveled here at Louisiana 
State University: a journey in intellectual growth 
leading to the doctorate degree.
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Fig. 2 Research Design
Phase One: An Overview of Labor Market. Areas
SAMPLE OF US POPULATION ORGANIZED BY LABOR MARKET AREAS
RURAL LABOR MARKET AREAS
|INDUSTRIAL AND OCCUPATIONAL STRUCTURE
Descriptive analysis of industrial and occupational structure by 
labor market area type and region of the country.
Phase Two; Men and Women's Labor Force Earnings
WOMENMEN
REGION
AGRICULTURAL BASE MANUFACTURING BASE
Analysis of earnings by labor market area type. Standardisation 
of labor market areas using demographic techniques and analysis 
of factors effecting earnings differeces using regression 
analysis will be conducted.





AGRICULTURAL BASE MANUFACTURING BASE
Analysis of wage and salary earnings for husbands and 
wives. Comparison contrasts farm husbands and wives' off-farm 
income with that of nonfarm husbands and wives in the different 
regions and labor market area types.
Fig. 3a
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MEN’S EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
Northeastern Region
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DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYMENT BY OCCUPATION 
PERCENT OF FULL TINE KORKINS HEN
Uest Ag Nest Nfg South Ag South Nfg HE Nfg NC Ag NC Mfg
Professional and Technical 18.7 13.6 11 12.1 15.7 10.2 13.3Managerial 12.4 17.4 12.1 12.2 12.5 11.9 12.3
Sales 7.7 6.B 7.1 7.9 7.6 3.6 6.8
Clerical 4 2.3 2.3 4.2 4.6 3 4.1
Crafts 29.4 24.3 24.7 25.9 24.8 20.5 25.3
Operatives 3.2 7.6 8.7 12.2 10.6 4.6 13.9
Transportation Workers 9.3 9.8 10.1 9.2 9 7.9 9.8
Laborers 3.0 2.3 4.2 6 4.8 3.1 4.4
Service Workers 4.6 4.5 3.6 3.9 4.4 3.3 3.9
Fariers, Fishers, Foresters 6.9 11.4 16.1 6.3 6.2 26.9 6.3
100 100 99.9 99.9 100.2 100 100.1
PERCENT OF FULL TIME K0RKIN6 WOMENUest Ag West Nfg South Ag South Kfg NE Hfg NC Ag NC Nfg
Professional and Technical 16.8 12 16.9 16.4 19.9 18.1 18.5
Hanagerial 9.7 9.6 6.2 5.5 6.7 6.1 6.4
Sales 11.3 10.8 10.2 8.2 10.6 10.7 8
Clerical 32.6 28.9 27.1 24.6 27.1 26.5 27.7
Crafts 1.2 6 2.6 2.8 2.3 2.4 2.2Operatives 3.7 2.4 15 24.1 10.1 5.5 11.5
Transportation Workers 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.9 0.9 1.2 1.2
Laborers 1.4 1.2 2.5 2.7 2.7 2.2 2.7
Service Workers 20.5 21.7 15.7 13.5 17.4 21.8 20.1Faraers, Fishers, Foresters 1.8 6 2.7 1.4 2.2 5.3 2.3
100.2 99.8 100.1 100.1 99.9 99.8 100.6
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Table 2.
DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY 
PERCENT OF FULL TIME KORKINS HEN
Nest fig West Nfg South Ag South Hfg NE Hfg NC fig NC Mfg
Natural Resources 20.fi 12.3 20.9 7.8 3,7 31.3 10.2
Construction 16.1 IB 12 10.8 8.2 9.7 8.7Nondurable Manufacturing 3.9 1.6 7.8 18.8 10.3 fi.6 9,3
Durable Manufacturing 5.7 18.9 12 16.9 21.fi 7.fi 28
Transportation/Utilities 9.5 9.8 10.7 9.8 -9.fi 9,fi 9.1
Wholesale Trade 3.B fi.l fi.5 fi.8 3.3 6.4 fi.6
Retail Trade 9.9 8.2 9.fi 10.3 10.fi 10.8 9.3
CoiRercial Services 7.6 5.7 3.2 3.6 3.9 3.B 3.6
Individual Services fi.fi fi.l 3.8 3.1 5 3.4 3
Public Services 18.7 17.2 15.7 lfi 19.fi 13.3 lfi.2
100 99.9 100 99.9 100 100.1 100
PERCENT QF FULL TIME UQRKIN6 WOMEN
Uest Ag West Mfg South Ag South Mfg NE Hfg NC Ag NC Hfg
Natural Resources 4.6 2.1 3 1.3 2.4 6.6 3.2
Construction 3.2 8.5 0.6 0.9 1.1 1.5 1.2
Nondurable Manufacturing 4.6 2.1 12.3 2B.5 12.1 5.1 10
Durable Manufacturing l.fi 6.4 12.2 10.8 13.6 7.5 17.5
Transportation/Utilities 3.6 4.2 3.2 2.3 2.3 fi.fi 3.6
Wholesale Trade 1 4.3 i.l 2.2 1.1 2.8 1.8
Retail Trade 17.2 12.8 17.3 11.3 13.fi 15 13.fi
Coenercial Services 11.6 12.8 7.8 6.5 7.8 8.5 8.5
Individual Services fi.2 6.4 4.9 3.2 fi 5.3 3.6
Public Services 48.6 40.fi 37.6 32.7 42.2 43.3 37.7
100 100 100 100 100 100 100.5
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Table 3.
INDEX OF AVERAGE EARNINGS FOR OCCUPATIONAL DIFFERENCES 
North Central Manufacturing Regions as baseline.
HEN'S INDEXED EARNINB5 Rage Occupation





















17138 101 17663 96 168E0
13043 93 16199 79 13774t t t * t
13187 85 14064 89 15476
16835 99 17305 96 16813
14401 100 17369 83 14456
15761 100 17531 90 15630
17440 100 standard standard
6497 9B 6917 B9 6357
6050 101 7090 86 6033* < • * «
5789 95 6678 86 6043
7330 94 6594 105 73656705 100 7039 97 6843
6430 101 7090 91 6403
7036 100 standard 100 standard
i
Table 4.
INDEX OF AVERAGE EARNINGS FOR INDUSTRIAL DIFFERENCES 
North Central Manufacturing Regions as baseline.
HEN'S INDEXED EARNINGS Index Wage Industry





















17451 95 16979 99 1773913605 96 17219 78 13969* * f * t
13552 92 16510 87 15489
17423 99 17615 99 1765B14800 101 18134 81 14518
16133 102 18223 90 16180
178B2 100 standard standard
8454 97 8599 94 B35B
7204 98 8737 83 7344• » * * i
7565 97 8603 87 7754
9644 9B 8675 no 9745
7974 101 8961 91 8094
8285 100 8877 93 8289
8891 100standard 100standard
Table S.
AVERAGE INCOKE FOR ALL WORKERS
HEN
Region Type
AgriculturalHanufacturing Both NeitherWest 17119 16BE6 1746E 1733BSouth 13043 14356 13403 16128
North East NA 15668 15148 17114North Central 17440 17440 15384 163B5
UOHEN
Region Type
Agricultural Hanufacturing Both Neither
Nest 6497 7230 7098 6550South 6050 6974 6564 6932




REGRESSION FINDINGS FOR HEN
Includes wages, salaries, and nonagricultural self-eiployeent 
Variable Par. Est. Std.Error Prob > ITI Std.Beta
Intercept -1686 450 0.0002 0Region
North Central 115? 1B1 0.0001 0.0485South -186 173 0.2836 -0.0081Uest 12B4 21B 0.0001 0.0362North East
Type
Agric. only -1764 172 0.0001 -0.052Hanuf. only -462 134 0.0001 -0.0279Both Ag. It Hanuf. -11B2 163 0.0001 -0.0401Neither
Individual Factors
Age I6B 5 0.0001 0.1758Schooling 876 19 0.0001 0.2418
Merit Status U=PT) -4126 231 0.0001 -0.0746Young Children 1111 138 0.0001 0.0447School Age Children 1716 115 0.0001 0.0713No Children Present
Industry Factors
Nat*I Resource 793 242 0.0001 0.0246
Construction -2713 216 0.0001 -0.0734
Durable Hfg. -752 202 0.0001 -0.0245Nondurable Hfg. -1415 216 0.0001 -0.0385Hholesale -2318 273 0.0001 -0,0433Retail -4616 232 0.0001 -0.0121Coaiercial Service -1510 29B 0.0001 -0.0259Individual Service -5002 300 0.0001 -O.OBlPublic Service -4436 224 0.0001 -0.1386
Trans/Coii/Utility
Occupation Factors
Professional 1952 240 0.0001 0.0571Managerial 4356 220 0.0001 0,1247Sales 2457 260 0.0001 0.0569Clerical -1789 290 0.0001 -0.0299
Craft 6 Kindred 721 183 0.0001 0.0274Operatives -1312 226 0.0001 -0.0354Service -2184 263 0.0001-0.04173Laborers -2930 302 0.0001 -0.0485






REGRESSION FINDINGS FDR WHEN
Includes wages, salaries, and nonagricultural self-eaployaent 
Variable . Par. Est. Std.Error Prob > IT! Std.Beta
Intercept 2862 • 407 0.0001 0
Region
North Central 236 100 0.0295 0.021
South 2 103 0.981 0.0002
Nest 273 133 0.0399 0.0158
North East
Type
Agric. only -622 104 0.0001 -0.039
Nanuf. only 6 81 0.9372 0.0006
Both Ag. 6 Hanuf. -314 98 0.0014 -0.0231
Neither
Individual Factors
Age SO 3 0.0001 0.1112
Schooling 358 14 0.0001 0.167
Work Status (1=PT) -3741 67 0.0001 -0.3106
Young Children -586 84 0.0001 -0.0451
School Age Children -185 65 0.0041 -0.0166
No Children Present
Industry Factors
Nat'l Resource -1946 307 0,0001 -0.0625
Construction -1707 308 0.0001 -0.0338
Durable Hfg. -865 201 0.0001 -0.0445
Nondurable Hfg. -1888 196 0.0001 -0.1219
UhDlesale -2329 255 0.0001 -0.061
Retail -3253 182 0.0001 -0.2306
Coaaercial Service -2289 192 0.0001 -0.1115
Individual Service -3242 20B 0.0001 -0.1399
Public 5ervice -2586 172 0.0001 -0.2353
Trans/Coaa/Utility
Occupation Factors
Professional 2335 292 0.0001 0.1672Managerial 2705 302 0.0001 0.1256
Sales 402 302 0.1825 0.0222
Clerical 477 2B5 0.0944 0.0393
Craft 6 Kindred 1022 336 0.0023 0.029B
Operatives 14 301 0.963 0.0009
Laborers 379 334 0.2575 0.0112
Service -514 2B9 0.0755 -0.0362
Resource & Faners -3956 420 0.0001 -0.1053
Transportation
R2=.2606
N = 2B 118
Table 8.
DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYMENT BY OCCUPATION
PERCENT OF MEN UITH FARM INCOME
Nest South NEast NCentral
Professional and Technical £0 12.9 16.1 13.6
Managerial 13.7 12.7 13.4 13.7Sales 8.5 S.S 7.7 8.5
Clerical 3.6 4.4 4.7 4
Crafts 25.£ 25 24.1 21.7Operatives 5.2 12 11.5 9.8Transportation Uorkers 9.6 9.3 8.3 8.8Laborers 3.7 5.4 5 4.2
Service Workers A 3.9 4.7 4.1Faraers, Fishers, Foresters 6.5 5.9 4.5 11.6100 100 100 100
PERCENT OF UOHEN UITH FARM INCOME
Uest South NEast NCentralProfessional and Technical 18.1 17.6 19.2 18.9Managerial 9.3 6.2 6.6 6.4
Sales 11 9 10.4 9.aClerical 31.1 26.6 27 27.4Crafts 1.8 2.6 2.4 2.3
Operatives 4.4 19.1 11.3 9.9Transportation Workers 0.8 1 0.8 1.1
Laborers 1.9 2.5 3 2.5
Service Uorkers 20 13.9 17.2 18.6
Farters, Fishers, Foresters 1.7 1.5 2 3.3
100.1 100 99.9 100.2
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Table 9.
OFF-FARM EMPLOYMENT DISTRIBUTION BY INDUSTRY




Durable Manufacturing 9Transportation/Utilities 8.8
Wholesale Trade 4.1Retail Trade 11.8
Couercial Services 7.4Individual Services 5.4
Public Services 22.2
100.1











Faraers, Fishers, Foresters 41.8
99.9



























REGRESSION FINDINGS FOR HEN'S OFF-FARH EARNINGS
Includes nages, salaries, and nnnagricultural self-eiployaent
Variable Par. Est. Std.Error Prob > IT I Std.Beta
Intercept 9220 1B14 0.0001 0
Region
North Central 504 027 0.5424 0.01B2
South 91 824 0.9124 0.0032
Hest 77 995 0.938 0.0015
North East
Type
Agric. only -Bias 572 0.0001 -0.0677
Nanuf. only -626 534 0.2413 -0.0213
Doth Ag. 1 Hanuf. -1147 570 0.0441 -0.0376
Neither
Faaily Factors
Young Children -232 517 0.6541 -0.007
School Age Children 524 370 0.156B 0.01B1
No Children Present
Individual Factors
Age 20 17 0.2533 0.0167
Schooling 601 60 0.0001 0.1324
Doric Status C1=PT) -20B9 634 0.001 -0.036B
Industry Factors
Nat11 Resource -1635 1189 0.169 -0.05B4
Construction -3852 9B0 0.0001 -0.06B2
Durable Hfg. -1245 953 0.1915 -0.0242
Nondurable Hfg. -60B 1045 0.5606 -0.0092
Uholesale -2459 1259 0,0476 -0.028
Retail -5976 1169 0.0001 -0.0848
Coaiercial Service 5B6 1336 0.6609 0.0063
Individual Service 505B 1560 0.0012 -0.0414
Public Service -3746 1031 0.0003 -0.075
Trans/CDH/lItility
Occupation Factors
Professional 595B 1103 0.0001 0.1061
Managerial 5014 990 0.0001 0.1084
Sales 4663 1218 0.0001 0.0656
Clerical -1166 1277 0.3613 -0.0123
Craft & Kindred 1S22 878 0.0381 0.042
Operatives -1241 1082 0.2515 -0.0192
Laborers -2440 1310 . 0.0625 -0.0251
Service -3339 1427 0.0193 -0.0313






REGRESSION FINDNI6S FOR NQHEN'S OFF-FARM EARNINGS 
Includes wages, salaries, and nnnagricultural self-eaployaent
Variable Par. Est. 5td.Error Prob > ITI Std.Beta
Intercept -389 1284 0.7617 0Region
North Central -29B 420 0.47B1 -0.0264South -383 415 0.3567 -0.0332Nest -670 560 0.2312 -0.0279North East
Type
Agric. only -1E6 338 0.7099 -0.0091Hanuf. only 195 302 0.5188 0.0166Both Ag. 1 Hanuf. -iia 329 0.7325 -0.0089Neither
Faiily Factors
Young Children -447 293 0.1277 -0.030BSchool Age Children -169 208 0.4159 -0.0146No Children Present
Individual Factors
Age 54 10 0.0001 0.1059Schooling 361 47 0.0001 0.1557Hork Status (1=PT) -33EB 207 0.0001 -0.2712Industry Factors
Hat'l Resource -140 436 0.7487 -0.0123Construction 51 550 0.9255 0.0022Durable Hfg. 444 522 0.3955 0.0213
Nondurable Hfg. 173 575 0.7643 0.0067Wholesale -864 674 0.6957 -0.0078Retail -277 559 0.62 -0.0114Coaaercial Service 450 688 0.468 0.0143Individual Service 560 862 0,5161 0.0117Public Service 563 500. 0.259B 0.0309Trans/Coae/lltility
Occupation Factors
Professional 3072 B13 0.0002 0.2192Hanagerial 4405 846 0.0001 0.1969Sales -586 834 0.4824 -0.0272Clerical 893 790 0.258 0.0684Craft & Kindred 1436 994 0.148B 0.0358Operatives 1304 821 0.1122 0.0711Laborers 436 1008 0.6651 0.0106Service -705 804 0.3811 -0.0417Resources -3782 B15 0.0001 -0.2153Transportation Worker
N=2842
APPENDIX C
AGRICULTURAL COUNTIES IN RURAL LABOR MARKET AREAS
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AGRICULTURAL DEPENDENT COUNTIES 
IN RURAL LABOR MARKET AREAS
County State Labor Market Area
Costilla CO 16Decatur KA 63Gove KA 63Greeley KA 63Lane KA 63
Rush KA 63Scott KA 63Sheridan KA 63Stafford KA 63Thomas KA 63Wichita KA 63Jewell KA 64Lincoln KA 64Marshall KA 64Mitchell KA 64
Nuckolls NE 64Osborne KA 64Ottawa KA 64Republic KA 64Smith KA 64WashingtoKA 64Arthur NE 66
Chase NE 66
Cheyenne NE 66Deuel NE 66Dundy NE 66
Frontier NE 66Furnas NE 66Garden NE 66Gosper NE 66Harlan NE 66Hayes NE 66
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HitchcockNE 66Logan NE 66McPhersonNE 66Perkins NE 66Sedgwick CO 66Polk NE 67Rock NE 67Sherman NE 67Valley NE 67Webster NE 67Wheeler NE 67York NE 67Antelope NE 71Bonhomme SD 71Cedar NE 71Knox NE 71Pierce NE 71Wayne NE 71Brule SD 75Campbell SD 75Edmunds SD 75Emmons ND 75Faulk SD 75Gregory SD . 75Hand SD 75Hyde SD 75Lyman SD 75McPhersonSD 75Mellette SD 75Potter SD 75Sully SD 75Tripp SD 75Ziebach SD 75Kossuth IA 77Lyon IA 77OBrian IA 77Oscela IA 77Paloalto IA 77CottonwooMN 78Jackson MN 78
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Martin MN 78
Murray MN 7 8
Nobles MN 78
PipestoneMN 78
Rock MN 7 8
Watonwan MN 7 8
Grant MN 8 0













Cavalier ND 8 3
Eddy ND 8 3
Griggs ND 83






RedLake MN 8 3
Towner ND 8 3
Traill ND 83
Burke ND 85
Carter MT 8 5
Daniels MT 85





MountrailNB 85Sheridan MT 85LafayetteAK 86Beaver OK 100
Dewey OK 100
Harper OK 100Washita OK 100Jackson AK 131Poinsett AK 133MississipMO 134
Chariton MO 135Knox MO 135
Lewis MO 135
Linn MO 135Macon MO 135
Monroe MO 135Pike MO 135Pike IL 135Putnam MO 135
Schuyler MO 135
Scotland MO 135Shelby MO 135
Sullivan MO 135
BuenaVistIA 154Calhoun IA 154
Cherokee IA 154
FaribaultMN 154Franklin IA 154
Hancock IA 154Humboldt IA 154
Ida IA 154
PocahontalA 154Sac IA 154
Worth IA 154
Wright IA 154Houston MN 161


























Arkansas AK 367Cross AK 367
Monroe AK 3 67





MANUFACTURING COUNTIES IN RURAL LABOR MARKET AREAS
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Manufacturing Dependent Rural Count, i
County State Labor Market Area
MendochinCA 30McDonald MO 53Texas MO 58Dawson NE 66Colfax NE 67Platte NE 67Clark AR 86Columbia AR 86Nevada AR 86Harrison TX 105Taylor FL 131NewMadridMO 134Adams IL 135Audrain MO 135Berrien GA 137Cass IL 140StGenevieMO 142Jasper IA 150
JeffersonIA 150
Marion IA 150Wapello IA 150Price WI 160
Winona MN 162Dyer TN 165Graves KY 165Obion TN 165Weakley TN 165Ballard KY 166Chenango NY 172Delaware NY 172
Cortland NY 176Schuyler NY 176Steuben NY 176
HuntingdoPA 182Juniata PA 182Mifflin PA 182Carbon PA 183
SchuylkilPA 183
Manufacturing Dependent Rural Counties
Bradford PA 184Clinton PA 184
Sullivan PA 184Cheshire NH 193
Coos NH 193Essex VT 193Sullivan NH 193Windsor VT 193ChittendeVT 194StLawrencNY 195
PiscataquME 197WashingtoME 198Dorchest tMD 199Fulton PA 202
WashingtoMD 202FrederickVA 203
Hardy WV 204
Page VA 204RocinghamVA 204




McKean PA 212JeffersonPA 213
Jackson OH 219Ross OH 219Guernsey OH 220MuskingumOH 220Nobel OH 220Richie WV 222Cass IN 235
Fulton IN 235
Howard IN 235Wabash IN 235
Randolph IL 236
Edwards IL 237Crawford IL 238










































































Manufacturing Dependent Rural Counties
Dallas AL 285Lamar AL 287Coffee AL 288
Decatur GA. 288
Early GA 288Thomas GA 288Bartow GA 29 4ChattoogaGA 294Floyd GA 294Polk GA 294TalladesaAL 295
TallapoosAL 295Carroll GA 296Chambers AL 296
Coweta GA 296Haralson GA 296Heard GA 296Randolph AL 296Troup GA 296
Banks GA 298HarpershaGA 298
Barrow GA 299Elbert GA 299Jackson GA 299
Stephens GA 299JeffDavisGA 302Johnson GA 302Laurens GA 302Cherokee SC 308ClevelandNC 308RutherforNC 308
Union SC 308
ChesterfiSC 310
DarlingtoSC 310Florence SC 310Kershaw SC 311Hamilton FL 313Clinch GA 316Benhill GA 317Halifax NC 326
Manufacturing Dependent Rural Counties
BrunswickVA 329GreenvillVA 329Halifax VA 329Luneburg VA 329MecklenbuVA 329Person NC 329Floyd VA 332Giles VA 332Pulaski VA 332Wilkes NC 335AlexanderNC 336Burke NC 336Caldwell NC 336Catawha NC 336Iredell NC 336McDowell NC 337Mitchell NC 337Anson NC 338Cabarrus NC 338
Rowan NC 338Stanly NC 338Martin NC 340
Lenoir NC 342EdgecombeNC 343Mash NC 343
Wilson NC 343Columbus NC 344
Alcorn MS 348
McNairy TN 348
Lawrence TN 349Maury TN 349
Bedford TN 351Giles TN 351
Lincoln TN 351Marshall TN 351Moore TN 351
McMinn TN 356Gordon GA 357Murray GA 357
WhitfieldGA 357




















Lawrence MS 3 79
Lincoln MS 380
Scott MS 381





APPENDIX E: Industry Codes
Natural Resources
Agriculture
agriculture production, crops and livestock
horticultural services
forestry




crude petroleum and natural gas extraction 
nonmetallie mining and quarrying
Nondurable Manufacturing
food and kindred products 
tobacco manufacturers 
textile mills
apparel and other finished textile products 
paper and allied products
printing, publishing and allied industries
chemical and allied products
petroleum and coal products
rubber and miscellaneous plastics products
leather and leather products
Durable Manufacturing
lumber and wood products 
furniture and fixtures
stone, clay, glass and concrete products
metal industries
machinery
electrical machinery, equipment and supplies 
transportation equipment 
professional and photographic equipment 
watches, clocks, and clockworks 




bus service and urban transit
taxicab service
trucking
warehousing and storage 




radio and television broadcasting
telephone
telegraph
electric light and power 
gas and steam supply systems 




motor vehicles and equipment 
furniture and home furnishings 
sporting goods, toys, and hobby goods 
metals and minerals (expect petroleum) 
electrical goods
hardware, plumbing and hardware products 
machinery, equipment and supplies 
miscellaneous wholesale, durable goods
Nondurable goods:
paper and paper products 
drugs, chemicals, and allied products 
apparel, fabrics, and notions 
groceries and related products 




miscellaneous wholesale, nondurable goods
Retail Trade
lumber and building materials
hardware stores







auto and home supply stores
shoe, apparel and accessory stores
furniture and home furnishing stores
household appliances, t.v., and radio stores
eating and drinking places
drug stores
liquor stores
sporting goods, bicycles, and hobby stores








savings and loan associations 
credit agencies




services to dwellings and other buildings 
commercial research, development and testing labs 
business management and consulting services 
computer and data processing services 





lodging places (except hotels and motels)
laundry, cleaning and garment services
beauty and barber shops
funeral service and crematories
shoe repair shops
dre s smak ing shop s
theatres and motion pictures
bowling alleys, billiard and pool parlors
miscellaneous entertainment and recreation services
Public Administration and Professional Services
executive and legislative offices
general government
justice, public order and safety
public finance, taxation, and monetary policy
administration of government programs
national security and international affairs
medical offices
hospitals
nursing and personal care facilities 
health services 
legal services
elementary and secondary schools
colleges and universities
business, trade, and vocational schools
job training and vocational rehabilitation services
child day care services
residential care facilities
social services








APPENDIX F: Occupational Codes
Professional and Technical 
,legislators 
chief executives and general administrators engineers, architects, and surveyors 












counselors, educational and vocational












writers, artists, entertainers, and athletes
public relations specialists
technologists and technicians












marketing, advertising, and public relations managers





personnel, training, and labor relations specialists
163purchasing agents and buyers 
business and promotion agents 
inspectors and compliance officers
Sales
supervisors and proprietors, sales occupations 
insurance sales 
real estate agents
securities and financial services sales 
sales representatives 
sales workers
demonstrators and promoters 
auctioneers
Clerical. Clerks, and Auditors
supervisors, distribution, scheduling and adjusting clerks
computer operators
peripheral equipment operators
secretaries, stenographers and typists
information clerks
interviewers
records processing occupations 
library clerks 
file clerks
bookkeepers, accounting and auditing clerks 
payroll and timekeeping clerks
billing, posting and calculating machine operators
communications equipment operators





statistical clerksteachers1 aides *
Craft and Kindred
mechanics and repairers 
electrical and electronic repairers 
telephone installers and repairers
heating, air conditioning, and refrigeration mechanics
locksmiths and safe repairers
millwrights
brick and stone masons 
electricians
painters, paperhangers, and plasters












precision inspectors, testers, and related workers 
plant and system operators
Operatives
machine operators and tenders 
fabricating machine operators 
printing machine operators
textile, apparel, and furnishing machine operators 
fabricators, assemblers, and hand working occupations 




ship captains (except fishing)
sailors and deckhands
bridge, lock, and lighthouse tenders
material moving equipment operators
Laborers




stock handlers and baggers
freight, stock and materials handlers
garage and service station related occupations
vehicle washers
hand packers and packagers
Farmers. Fishers, and Foresters 
farm operators and managers 
farm workers
marine life cultivation workers 
nursery workers 
groundskeepers and gardeners 
animal caretakers
graders and sorters, agricultural products
agricultural products inspectors
forestry and logging workers
timber cutting and logging occupations








The standardization procedure used here is the 
direct standardization technique outlined by Kitigawa
and Bnryock and Siegel tl9?A>. The technique of 
standsrdization allows for "controlled" comparisons 
between population groups. While it is often used to 
compare marital, birth* and death rates* the procedure 
is applied here to provide an estimate of effects that 
geographic regions may have on the overall average 
earnings for a particular type of labor market area.
The effects are determined for both (1) a locational 
wage effect and (2) a locational employment 
distribution effect. A locational wage effect is a 
difference in earnings due to wage variation across 
regions. A locational distribution effect is a 
difference in earnings generated by regional 
differences in the distribution of industries and 
occupat i o n s .
For this research, wages, occupational 
distribution, and industrial distribution were
v,
standardized for agricultural and manufacturing labor 
market areas in the four census regions. M e n ’s and 
w o m e n ’s average earnings were analyzed separately. The
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following steps used to assess the full-time earnings 
of men in Southern region agricultural labor market 
areas serves to illustrate the technique.
Step 1.
The first step is to select a "standard" 
population against which other populations will be 
compared. One commonly used standard is the national 
population. The index of regional differences is then 
referred to as being above or below the expected 
national level. In this research the standard 
population selected is full-time workers having the 
highest overall average earnings- those in Northcentra) 
manufacturing labor market areas. The standard can be 
thought of as the “best possible" situation employment 
situation for workers living in rural labor market 
a r e a s .
Step 5.
Given the standard population, the first step is 
to identify the number of workers in each occupational 
and industrial category and the average earnings for 
workers in each category. Column 1 of Table A provides 
the distribution Df workers by occupational categories 
for the standard population. For this example the
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standard population is full-time working males in the 
Northcentral manufacturing labor market areas. The mean 
earnings are also calculated by occupational group. An 
expected average earnings figure is determined by 
multiplying the number of workers in each category by 
the average earnings in that category (Table A, column 
3). The products are summed and the result divided by 
the total standard population yielding the expected 
earnings for the standard population of S17AA1 (see 
Table A ) .
The general formula for this calculation is:
Z (n;. c,.)c_ , ----ILJJ.
‘
where
C = expected earnings for the 
population " in region j
cH = average earnings for persons in the ith
category of a given trait "I".* in
region j
n..= the number of persons in the ith
category of trait I in the population 
in region j 
N..= the total number of persons in the 
population <n=Zni) 
i= occupation (or industry) 
j= region
In this case the '‘I" is occupation and the " i 1 is a 
particular occupational category such as professionals. A 
similar calculation was made for industries.
16?
Step 3.
For the? sample1 population, the number of workers 
in each occupational and industrial category and the 
average earnings by each category are identified.
Table B provides the distribution of occupations and 
mean earnings for the sample population- full-time 
working men living in the agricultural labor market 
areas of the Southern region. The procedure used is the 
same as Step- 1 and yields an expected earnings of 
$13,043.35 (See Table B).
Step 4.
The occupational distribution effect is determined 
next. The number of workers in each occupational 
category of the sample population is adjusted to match 
the distribution of the standard population. This is 
done by multiplying the proportion of the standard 
population’s workers in each occupational category by 
the total number of workers in the sample population. 
This provides an adjusted occupational distribution on 
the sample population. For each occupational category, 
the average earnings for the sample population is 
multiplied by the adjusted occupational distribution. 
The products are then summed and divided by the total 
sample population to determine the overall distribution
adjusted earnings.
Table C provides the standardization of 
occupational distribution for men in Southern 
agricultural labor market areas. Again the standard 
population is men working full-time and living in the 
Northcentral manufacturing labor market areas.
S ( (n.(/N 0J N £i; > (p£
where
c distribution adjusted expected 
earn i ngs
A less cumbersome procedure can be used in which 
the sample earnings are applied to the standard 
occupational distribution) the products are summed and 
then divided by the total standard population. This 





The earnings index is determined next. The sample 
estimated earnings are divided by the estimated 
earnings of the standard population. For the 
unadjusted figures (Table A and Table B) the sample 
population’s expected earnings index is 75. The 
distribution adjusted index is 79. The result can be 
left as a decimal, used as a percentage figure, or 
reported as an index by multiplying the result by 100.
<= j
I = -----  x 100 = unadjusted earnings index
c
c "
I = ----  x 100 = distribution adjusted index
c
Step 5.
The above procedure is then repeated, adjusting 
the sample population’s occupational distribution for 
the standard population’s average earnings. This 
provides an occupational earnings adjusted index of 93.
S <ni£ c 






c |. = earnings adjusted expected earnings 
I,= earnings adjusted index
S t e p  6.
These five steps are repeated for the industrial 
distribution of the sample population. The procedure 
is then applied to the Southern manufacturing labor 
market areas, the Northcentra 1 agricultural labor- 
market areas, the Western agricultural labor market 
areas, Western manufacturing labor market areas and the 
Northeastern manufacturing labor market areas. Because 
the Northcentral manufacturing labor market area is 
used as the sample population, the adjusted index 
equals 100. The Northeastern agricultural labor market 
areas are excluded since there are no rural labor 
market areas with agricultural dependent counties in 
that region.
Step 7.
Finally, the entire procedure is repeated for
w o m e n .
173
Interpretation of the Results
The results of direct standardization are 
interpreted in a straightforward manner. For example, 
the unadjusted average earnings of men i.n Southern 
region agricultural labor market areas yields an index 
value of 75 (see step <4). This can be interpreted as 
their earnings being, on average, 75 percent of the 
standard population (full-time working males in 
Northcentral manufacturing labor market areas).
The earnings adjusted index is found to b e .93 (see 
step 5). Thus, if men in the Southern agricultural 
labor market areas had the same wages as men in the 
Northcentral manufacturing labor market areas, their 
earnings, on average, would be 7 percent below the 
sta n d a r d .
Alternatively, if men in the Southern agricultural 
labor market areas had the same occupational 
distribution as the standard population, the indexed 
average earnings would be 79 (See step h). Therefore, 
if the Southern agricultural labor market a r e a s ’ wages 
are held constant but the occupational distribution are 
adjusted to match that of the standard population, the 
earnings, on average, will be 20 percent below the 
s t a n d a r d .
Thus, the expected earnings far males working 
full-time and living in Southern agricultural labor 
market areas is 24 percent less than the expected 
earnings for males working full-time but living in 
Morthcentral manufacturing labor market areas. The 
indexed overall earnings are 75 and 100, respectively. 
The policy response to inequity is frequently a call 
for industrial development and attempts to provide new 
employment opportunities. Making adjustments which 
would result in the parity of occupational distribution 
would raise the overall earnings for the sample 
population. However, the index indicates that these 
earnings would remain 20 percent below the earnings of 
the standard population. Dn the other hand, making 
adjustments which would result in a parity of expected 
earnings by occupational category raises the sample 
earnings index to 93.
Comparing the adjusted indexes, it is apparent 
that for men in the Southern agricultural labor market 
areas, adjusting wages to meet the standard would be 
more beneficial than adjusting the employment 
opportunities to match the occupational distribution 
with that of the standard population.
T a b le  A S ta n d a r d  P o p u l a t i o n
F u l l t i i e  K a le  W ork ers  i n  t h e  N o r th  C e n t r a l  M a n u fa c tu r in g  R e g io n
Occupation Frequency Percent Kean Earnings Product
Professionals . 834 0.1326134 20411 17022774
Hanagers/Technicians 772 0.1227540 22935 17705820
Sales 428 0.0680553 19000 8132000
Clerical 257 0.0408650 16857 4332249
Craft I Kindred 1591 0.2529813 18343 29183713
Operative 874 0.1389728 16556 14469944
Transportation 615 0.0977897 17185 10568775
Laborers 277 0.0440451 12980 3595460
Service 243 0.03B638B 11522 2799846
Fareer/Fisher/Forester 398 0.0632851 4707 1873386
Total 6289 1 109683967
E x p e c t e d  E a r n in g s 1 7 4 4 0 .6 0 5 3 4 3
T a b le  B S a i p l e  P o p u l a t i o n
F u l l t i i e  K a le  W o rk er s  i n  t h e  S o u t h e r n  A g r i c u l t u r a l  R e g io n
Occupation Frequency Percent Mean Earnings Product
Professionals 151 0.1104608 17671 866B321
Hanagers/Technicians 165 0.120702E 80703 3415995
Sales 97 0.0709583 14340 1390980
Clerical 38 0.08340B9 14078 450496
Craft & Kindred 338 0.8478567 13834 4473092
Operative 119 0.0870519 10BB7 1295553
Transportation 13B 0.1009509 14129 1949B02
Laborers 58 0.0484886 9083 523334
Service 49 0.0358449 9843 458907
Faner/Fisher/Forester 820 0.1609363 5499 1209780
Total 1367 1 17830860
E x p e c t e d  E a r n in g s 1 3 0 4 3 .3 5
T a b le  C l S t a n d a r d i z a t i o n  f o r  O c c u p a t i o n a l  D i s t r i b u t i o n
Adjusted
Occupation Frequency * Hean Earnings Product
Professionals 181.SB 17671 3E0339B.
Hanagers/Technicians 167.81 30703 3474170.
Sales 93.03 14340 1334050.
Clerical SS.B6 14078 7B6397.0
Craft & Kindred 345.83 13334 4576591.
Operative 189.9B 108B7 3069313.
Transportation 133.66 14139 1BBB764.
Laborers 60.31 9033 543374.8
Service 53.BE 9343 489315.3
Faraer/Fisher/Forester 66.53 5499 475773.4
Total 1367.01 18838939
* Adjusted frequency? proportion of standard population 
■ultiplied by total norkers in saeple population.








































T a b le  D S t a n d a r d i z a t i o n  f o r  R e g io n a l  E a r n in g s  D i f f e r e n c e s
Adjusted *
Occupation Frequency Hean Earning Product
Professionals 151 20411 3082061
Hanagers/Technicians 165 22935 3784275
Sales 97 19000 1843000
Clerical 38 16857 539424
Craft t Kindred 338 18343 6199934
Operative 119 16557 1970283
Transportation 13B 17185 2371530
Laborers 58 12980 752840
Service 49 11522 564578
Fareer/Fisher/Forester 220 4707 1035540
Total 1367 22143465
Expected Earnings 16198.59
* Adjusted «an earnings= standard population's average 
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